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CURRENT TOPICS, 


Mx. Justicz Carrry will not, during the present sittings, hear 
aby more actions with witnesses, but will proceed with his non- 
witness list. 





Tue Court or Appzat, No. 2, will not sit on Monday next, two 
of the learned judges having to attend a meeting of the Rule 
Committee on that day. 





| _ Ir was unperstoop that Lord Justice Lorgs would not sit on 
_ Friday, in consequence of his having to attend at Windsor to be 
sworn a Privy Councillor. 





___WE MENTIONED some time ago that the report of the Chancery 

_ Chambers Committee was in the hands of the judges. If current 
Tumour is correct, there is only one member of the committee who 

_ has given bis unqualified adhesion to all the recommendations con- 
tained in the report. 





THe counci, or supers, which met on Wednesday, did not 
bestow any very lengthened consideration on the subjects before 
it. The judges met at two o’clock and broke up about half-past 
three. We believe that, among other subjects considered, there 

_ Was an important proposal for an alteration relating to appeals on 
applications for new trials. 





__ WE report, elsewhere, some remarks made by Mr. Justice 
_ Fiery on the conduct of solicitors in not giving notice of cases 
being settled out of court. The observations of the learned judge 
appear to answer themselves. As he says, solicitors are not 
_ entitled to any fee for attending to give the notice desired, and 
why should they be expected, at the cost of considerable incon- 
venience and loss of time, to oblige a court which certainly never 
> goes out of its way to show them any favour? 





» Tue RETIREMENT of Lord Justice Baceattay, though not unex- 
"pected, has occasioned sincere and general regret. His uniform 
patience, gentle courtesy, and kindly consideration for the feelings 
of everyone, have personally endeared him to both branches of the 
legal profession. His presidency of Court of Appeal No. 2 was 
‘always welcomed as a sure guarantee that the business of the court 
would be transacted with becoming dignity and without friction or 
Yexatious interruption. ‘These were qualities of no mean value, 
but more important judicial attributes were not lacking. Lord 
‘Fustice Baccattay combined marvellous industry with an insati- 
“able desire to do justice; an extensive and accurate knowledge of 
law with a soundness of judgment which, on not a few occasions, 
‘led to the adoption of his dissenting opinion by the House of 
Lords. He was the most unassuming of judges, yet on occasion 
‘was firm and courageous in the assertion of his views. His judg- 
ments, in fact, had come to be looked upon with high respect, even 
by the acute and cynical critics of Lincoln’s-inn, to whom no 
Judicial utterance is sacred and no judicial character altogether 
exempt from blame. Can any judge, on quitting the scene of his 
labours, desire a better record than that which this fair-minded, 
learned, and inflexibly upright man leaves behind him ? 





Lorp Justice Lorzs, who succeeds Sir R. Baccatzay, possesses 
in some degree the personal attributes of his predecessor. He is 
even-tempered, patient, and courteous; and, as a Wisi Prius judge, 
has gained well-merited distinction. If it may be questioned 
whether he will add greatly to the weight of the Appeal Bench, it 
is certain that he will bring to it sound common sense and no in- 
considerable experience. We believe that, at the time we write, 
the vacant judgeship has not been filled up; there is therefore 
still reason to hope that an appointment will not be made which 
would recall the days of purely party promotion. 





THE EXCEEDINGLY able address delivered by Mr. Gray Hix at 
the annual meeting of the Liverpool Incorporated Law Society will 
repay perusal and attentive consideration, not merely by solicitors, 
but by our new legislators. Speaking as the representative of the 
legal element in one of the largest mercantile cities, he says that 
“if we, selicitors of Liverpool, have learnt one lesson thoroughly 
from our mercantile clients, it is that litigation should be quickly 
brought to an end.” He might, if he had chosen, have fortifien 
this just observation by citing the results of “the law’s delays” 
in a still greater commercial centre. What has become of the fat 
Guildhall cause lists of former years? Is it or is it not the fact 
that the historian of the nineteenth century will have to record 
that there is an unwigged and unrobed judge, sitting somewhere 
in Mincing-lane, to whose arbitrament the keen mercantile men of 
the greatest city in the world commit, with the utmost confidence, 
their disputes, in despair at the slow process provided by the State ? 
Mr. Hix1’s idea that in a few years the solicitors in Liverpool and 
Manchester may ‘“‘be able to get to trial in very many cases in 
about as long after the dispute arises as it takes a fast Atlantic 
steamer to make a voyage from this port to New York and back,” 
sounds like a joke to the London lawyer; but it would be very 
soon realized if, instead of committing the reorganization of legal 
procedure to committees and councils of judges, half-a-dozen men 
like Mr. Hit and Mr. Hortams were invested by the Government 
with authority to meet and say what should be done in order to 
accomplish this result, and if the measures recommended by them 
were passed by the Legislature. Mr. Hiz’s rather satirical 
remarks on the “ chancery mind” in relation to the strange 
doctrines as to trustees’ liability are not quite just; it is among 
the men who have been, as he says, ‘fed from their youth up on 
what chancery lawyers are pleased to call ‘equitable doctrines,’”’ that 
the strongest denouncers of the present state of the law in this respect 
are to be found ; it is an eminent “chancery mind ” which has pro- 
posed the legislative repeal of some of the worst of the existing 
doctrines ; and not many “‘ chancery minds” would desire that Mr. 
Justice Kay should be taken as an exponent of their opinions on 
this subject of trustees’ liability. We doubt whether Mr. Hiz’s 
heroic remedy of the trial by jury of cases of breach of trust would 
do much to relieve trustees so long as the judge’s direction to the 
jury must be based on the existing law, and, if the law were 
altered, there would be no need to alter the mode of trial. 





THERE HAS BEEN a good deal of carping at the remarks which 
Lord Coxerrex addressed the other evening to the discharged 
prisoners who are the objects of the St. Giles’ Mission; but, for 
our own part, we think a debt of gratitude is due to him for 
his efforts in the direction of proportioning punishment to crime. 
His remarks were not so much addressed to the discharged prisoners 
before him as to the judges and oe glk mhegy cag our 
criminal law; and, as to some of personages, they were 
certainly neither uncalled for nor unjust. There are some few 


judges and recorders who seem to be incapable of understanding 
that there should be some ion between a crime and its 


| punishment ; but, in general, lawyers may be trusted to endeavour 
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to preserve some such proportion. In order to do this effectively, 
however, it is necessary that the judge should be accurately aware 
of the results to the criminal of the sentence he bestows. We 
know one most able criminal judge who, before he entered on his 
duties, took the greatest pains to ascertain the actual results to 
prisoners of the sentences it was in his power to inflict. How 
many judges follow this excellent example? How many know 
exactly what Bux Sires will have to do or suffer in conse- 
quence of the sentence airily pronounced from the bench? But it 
is, of course, among country magistrates that the most glaring 
examples of iniquitously heavy sentences occur. Not only do 
these rural personages often think nothing at all about proportion- 
ing their sentences to the nature of the offence, or about the 
results to the offender and his family, but (what is worse) they 
think nothing at all about any distinction between penalties for 
crimes and penalties for mere breaches of bye-laws. Mr. Brevzs, 
the highly table chairman of petty sessions, after mulcting 
each of half-a-dozen labourers half his week’s wages in fines and 
costs for some paltry contravention of a bye-law, goes home to 
dinner with the comfortable conviction that he has done good 
service by striking terror into the public and enforcing observance 
of the bye-law. If the respectable Bzzves would visit the homes 
of the half-dozen labourers he has muleted, and see the wives and 
children deprived of their bread by the vigorous and spirited 
action over which he chuckles, he might possibly alter his course of 
pee. For Brrves is not generally a wantonly cruel man; 

is only more or less foolish, thoughtless, and pompous. The 
magistrates’ clerks and the officials of the Home Office do their 
best to keep him in check, but if the judges would devote a portion 
of their at each assizes to impressing on the collective 
Breves, forming the Grand Jury, the purport of Lord Corzzmer’s 
pel excellent address, they would do a great service to the 
country. 





Exxcrioy BItis are now no doubt fast coming in, and election 
agents and candidates are busy in preparing and considering returns 
and declarations respecting election expenses. In regard to both 
these matters the Corrupt Practices Act, 1883, is very strict. By 
section 29 of the Act ‘every claim against a candidate at an elec- 
tion, or his election agent, in respect of any expenses incurred on 
account of or in respect of the conduct or management of such 
election which is not sent in to the election agent within the time 
limited by this Act shall be barred and shall not be paid’; and 
by the same section the time limited is, except in very special 
cases, “‘fourteen days after the day on which the candidates 
returned are declared elected.”” The claim must be paid within 
twenty-eight days after such day, and, subject to exceptions for 

ial cases, ‘‘an election agent who makes a payment in contra- 
vention of this provision shall be guilty of an illegal practice,” 
the effect of a conviction for which is, by section 10, liability to a 
fine of £100, and absolute disqualification from voting for five 
years. The principal exception is for the case where a claim is 
disputed, and the claimant (see sub-section 8 of section 29) 
chooses to “‘ bring an action for the disputed claim in any compe- 
tent court.” As to returns and declarations of expenses, it is pro- 
vided by section 33 that, ‘‘ within thirty-five days after the day on 
which the candidates returned at an election are declared elected, 
the election agent shall transmit to the returning officer a return 
showing the amounts, with vouchers, of all payments made, the 
amount vl ane expenses of the candidate, and showing also 
all disputed and unpaid claims, if any, accompanied by a declara- 
tion of the truth of the return made before a justice of the peace. 
By the same section the candidate is to transmit a similar declara- 
tion. The sanction of the enactment is tremendous. “If in the 
case of an election for any county or borough,” says the Legisla- 
ture, in sub-section 5 of section 33, “the said return and declara- 
tions are not transmitted before the expiration of the time limited 
for that p , the candidate shall not, after the expiration of 
such time, sit or vote in the House of Commons until either such 
return and declarations have been transmitted, or until the date of 
the allowance of such an authorized excuse for the failure to trans- 
mit the same as in the Act mentioned; and if he sits or votes in 
comtravention of this enactment he shall forfeit £100 for every day 
on which he so sits or votes to any person who shall sue for the 
same.” It will be observed that the /aches of the agent, as well as 


of the candidate himself, will, primd facie, cause the penalty to 
attach, and that the £100 penalty is a liquidated amount which no 
court has the power to reduce. By section 34 application may be 
made to the High Court to exempt the candidate from the conse- 
quences of non-compliance by reason of his illness, ‘‘or of the 
absence, death, illness, or misconduct of his election agent or sub- 
agent.” The thirty-five days will in most cases expire during the 
Christmas Vacation, when no divisional court will be sitting. 
Whether the whole 670 elected members will be able to present 
themselves as legally competent to sit and vote at the election of 
a Speaker in January next, remains to be seen. 








SALE OF HEIRLOOMS ANNEXED TO 
A TITLE. 


We briefly discussed the decision of Mr. Justice Chitty in the 
recent case of In re Rivett-Carnac (33 W. R. 837, L. R. 30 Ch. D. 
136) at the time it was given. It will be remembered that the 
learned judge held that a baronetcy is ‘‘ land’ within the meaning of 
the Settled Land Act; and accordingly that heirlooms bequeathed 
by the will of a baronet so as to devolve with the baronetcy might 
be sold under the 37th section of the Act. The decision appears 
to call for some further remarks. 

There can be no doubt that the circumstances of the case 
rendered it extremely convenient that the valuable service of plate 
should be converted into an income-producing fund, instead of 
lying useless in the fireproof safe of a banker; but the question is 
not whether a sale is convenient, but whether it is authorized by 
the express terms of the enactment. The 37th section of the 
Settled Land Act, which confers on the tenant for life the power 
of selling heirlooms subject to the sanction of the court, is in these 
terms :—‘‘ Where personal chattels are settled on trust so as to 
devolve with land until a tenant in tail by purchase is born or 
attains the age of twenty-one years, or, so as otherwise to vest in 
some person becoming entitled to an estate of freehold of inherit- 
ance in the land, a tenant for life of the land may sell the chattels 
or any of them.” By the interpretation clause “land” is to 
include incorporeal hereditaments, and it is unquestionable that a 
title of honour, being an incorporeal hereditament, falls within the 
scope of the Act, unless excluded by some manifest absurdity. It 
is not here that the difficulty lies, but in the adaptation of the 
machinery of this somewhat complicated statute to a state of 
circumstances which it may safely be affirmed was never contem- 
plated by its authors. The main object of the Act being to sell, 
to lease, to improve settled land, the meaning of the word “land” 
was, no doubt, extended by interpretation for the purpose of 
bringing in the incorporeal rights which are frequently annexed to 
land in its primary acceptation. But with this general scheme of 
the statute we have no more to do in considering this question of 
the sale of heirlooms than with the desirability of converting them 
from lumber into consols. 

Let us see how the matter stands on the clause which we have 
extracted above. There must not only be “settled land” with 
which the chattels are to devolve, but also a tenant for life, or a 
person entitled to exercise the powers of a tenant for life, within 
the meaning of the Act. A “‘ tenant for life” there cannot be, for 
that expression is defined in terms which exclude the mere holder 
of an unproductive honour. He is ‘‘ the person who is for the time 
being, under a settlement, beneficially entitled to possession of 
settled land for his life” : section 2 (5). Now, although by strain- 
ing language the patent of creation may be considered the settle- 
ment of a title of honour, yet it is not possible to ignore the word 
‘* beneficially,” which clearly points to the material benefit derived 
from land as a productive commodity. The 58th section, however, 
largely extends the operation of the Act by placing a number of 
persons entitled to various estates on the same footing as a tenant 
for life; and Mr. Justice Chitty seems to have considered the 
baronet in this case to be a tenant in tail in possession of the 
“settled” baronetey. Now, the obvious objection to such an 
interpretation is, that by section 58 all the powers of a tenant for 
life, and not merely the single one of selling hei are con- 
ferred in bulk upon the several persons there described. It is 
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tenant for life under this Act, as if each of them were a tenant for 
life as defined in this Act.” If, therefore, a baronet is a tenant in 
tail of his dignity so as to enable him to sell heirlooms under 
section 37, he must also be able to sell the baronetcy itself under 
section 3, and possibly to grant a lease of it for twenty-one years. 
Before we attribute so preposterous an intention to the Legislature, 
we should seek to evade the difficulty by restricting the sense in 
which ‘‘ tenant in tail” is used in section 58. 

The question whether the grant of a title of honour to a man 
and the heirs, or heirs male, of his body creates an estate tail, or a 
fee simple conditional, has been discussed in several early cases. 
The answer to be given depends on the construction of the Statute 
De Donis, and as the object of that statute was to prohibit the 
alienation of tenements, we cannot apply it to titles of honour 
without considering that they were within the mischief of the 
statute, and therefore formerly alienable. There is no historical 
foundation whatever for such an idea. It is a somewhat 
curious circumstance that no reference was made in the 
arguments or judgment to the great storehouse of information 
on the subject of titles—viz., the Reports of the Lords 
Committees on the Dignity of a Peer of the Realm. In the third 
of these reports the whole question on which Re Rivett-Carnac 
depended is discussed with great acumen and the most profound 
erudition ; and the conclusion at which the committee arrives is, 
thet the cases on which Mr. Justice Chitty relied cannot be re- 
garded as authorities, and that a title of honour is not a tenement 
within the meaning of the Statute De Donis. ‘‘ Therois, in truth,” 
in the words of the report, ‘‘no resemblance between land, of 
which the King-or any other person is seised in fee simple, and 
which may be entailed, and of which the entail is protected by the 
Statute De Donis, and a dignity created by patent or writ. . 
A dignity is a thing of new creation, having no existence prior to 
the instrument by which it is created. It is a mere emanation 
from the power of the Crown, having its first being only by the 
will of the Crown expressed in the instrument by which it is 
created, and enduring only so long as the terms of the grant give 
it endurance”; 3rd Report, Dignity of a Peer, p. 56. 

But to return from the Statute De Donis to the Settled Land 
Act, there are one or two other considerations which tend to show 
that this decision is one which cannot be regarded as a legitimate 
interpretation of the latter Act. The settlement under which the 
“land”—#.e., the baronetcy—is held, must be taken, of course, 
to be the patent of creation, while the heirlooms are settled by 
another instrument, and a question arises whether, for the purposes 
of section 37, the land and the heirlooms ought not to be comprised 
in the same settlement. Leaving that question unanswered, 
however, let us see how the sale isto be worked out. The heir- 
looms are sold, and the proceeds of sale are declared by the section 
to be “‘capital moneys arising under the Act”—that is to say 
(turning to the definition clause), “ capital money receivable for 
the trusts and purposes of the settlement.” But what are the 
trusts and purposes of a patent creating a baronetcy? It is manifest 
that we are plunged into absurdity at the very outset, and the 
farther we get, the more embarrassed we shall become. Let us 
take one more step. The money is to be paid, invested, or applied 
in all respects as directed with respect to other capital money 
arising under the Act; but in this particular case dive are no 
trustees of the settlement and no corporeal hereditaments for the 
improvement of which the money can be applied. It must, there- 
fore, remain for ever in court unless some judge can be got to 
appoint trustees of a baronetcy for the purposes of the Act. 








Mr. Justice Field announced last week that he had been informed by a 
member of the Common Council that the subject of procedure as to third 
8s in the Mayor’s Court had been considered, and rules had been 
d and submi to the Lord Chancellor, with a view of assimilating 

the practice to that of the Supreme Court. 


At a recent meeting of the Huddersfield wag neta Law Society the 
following resolution was passed:—‘‘That the Huddersfield Incorporated 
Law Society begs to express its cordial gratification at the distinguished 
honour which has so deservedly been conferred upon Mr. G. W. Morrison, our 
townsman, and to tender to him its most hearty congratulations 

upon the appreciation by which her Majesty the Queen has been pleased 
to the distinguished services rendered by him as town clerk of 
8, and as a member of the ee profession.” A similar resolution has 


bind the com 


RECENT DECISIONS. 


THE RAILWAY PORTER’S AUTHORITY. 

(Bunch v. Great Western Railway Company, Q. B. D., 34 W. R. 74.) 
This case (which, since the learned judges differed, is, we suppose, 
tolerably certain to be appealed) is likely to settle a point of consider- 
able importance to railwa One day, last December, Mrs. 
Bunch arrived at the dington Station encumbered with three 
articles of luggage, one of them being her husband’s travelling bag. 
A porter took them on a trolley to be labelled, and two of the articles 
were duly labelled for Bath. As they found their way into the 
luggage van,-their subsequent history is immaterial. It is Mr. 
Bunch’s travelling which has the attention, first 
of the county court and then of the Hig urt. Mrs. Bunch told 
the porter, apparently after the two other articles were labelled, that 
she wished this bag to be put into the train, and as the train had not 
yet come up to the platform, she asked him (as thousands of lady 
mgers have asked before) whether it would be safe to leave the 
ag with him. The porter {as thousands of porters, scenting a 
“tip” in the ‘‘dim distance,” have replied befure) assnred Mrs. 
Bunch that ‘‘it would be quite safe.” Mrs. Bunch, relying on this 
assurance, left the bag in charge of the porter, and went back 
to meet Mr. Bunch, and to get her ticket. Mr. and Mrs. 
Bunch subsequently returned to the plstform where the luggage 

had been left. They discovered the two labelled articles dul 
laced in the van, but Mr. Bunch’s was nowhere to be found. 
ere appears to be no record of the subsequent proceedings 
of the faithless porter; probably he considered i+ unwise to apply for 
the ‘‘ tip.” Mr. Bunch then sued the railway company for the valus 
ot his bag, and the question which came on for decision was whether, 
under the circumstances above narrated, the porter had authority to 
y by the contract to keep Mr. Bunch’s bag in safety. 
Now it is settled that when a porter receives 1 at the entrance 
of a station for the purpose of labelling it and putting it into the 
train, the porter receives the luggage as agent for the railway com- 
pany: Lovell v. London, Chatham, and Dover Railway Company (24 
W. kh 394). As Blackburn, J., said in his judgmentin that case, “‘no 
rters were not to take the 


company could carry on business if the 
vd the owner had taken his 


luggage out of the cabs and omnibuses ti 
ticket.” In that case a lady passenger, arriving at a station, was met 
by a porter, who told her that he would take her luggage and get it 
labelled if she would and get her ticket ; Pan of the luggage 
was lost, and the Queen’s Bench Division held that the porter had 
received and retained the lu as agent for the company. In the 
resent case it was contended that, after the fulfilment by the porter of 
is duties as agent of the company as regards Mr. Bunch’s bag, there 
was a further contract entered into between Mrs. Bunch and him- 
self for safe custody of the bag. Mr. Justice Day adopted this 
view, and held that the porter carried the ‘fon behalf of the 
company from the cab to the platform,” but t he subsequently 
“took charge of it as a warehouseman on his own account.” With 
deference, we venture to think that this view hardly fits the facts of 
the case. Mrs. Bunch told the porter that she wished the bag to be 
put into the train. The bag could not then be put into the 
train, which was not in the station, and she quitted the bag 
for the same p as the lady in Lovell’s case left her lu, — 
viz., to get her ticket. Surely the true view of the facts is that the 
rter held the bag for the p of transit, and not ‘‘as a ware- 
Seamaee.” So, at all events, Mr. Justice A. L. Smith held. 


CROSS-EXAMINATION AS TO ADULTERY. 
(A. (otherwise D.) v. D., Divorce Div., 34 W. R. 48) 


This case gave rise to an important question as to the limits of the 
right of cross-examination as to acts of adultery. It will be 
remembered that by Lord Brougham’s Act (14 & 15 Vict. c. 99), s. 
4, actions, suits, and proceedings “instituted in consequence of 
adultery” were excepted from the provisions of section 2, which 
rendered parties in civil proceedin g com t witnesses ; but that 
this disqualification was removed by the Evidence Further Amend- 
ment Act, 1869 (32 & 33 Vict. c. 68), section 3 of which enacted that 
‘*the parties to any ing instituted in uence of adultery, 
and the husbands and wives of such i be competent to 
give evidence in such ings” ; but it was also provided that 


se elias dncny. preety We a party to the suit or not, 
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questioned in cross- examination as to the adultery alleged 
against her in the cross-suit. Her counsel claimed for her the pro- 
tection given by section 3 of the Act of 1869, while the counsel for 
the respondent a that, since the suit then before the court 
was not “instituted on the ground of adultery,” the wife’s com- 
ace by give evidence was not dependent on the Act of 1869, so 
that was not within the words of the latter part of the 4th 
section. Reference was made to a note to article 109 of Mr. Justice 

's ‘Digest of the Law of Evidence,” where that learned 
judge suggests that, in the 32 & 33 Vict. c. 68, s. 3, the word “ such ” 
was, ts accidentally, omitted after the word ‘‘any.” Sir 
James en adopted this view, and expressed an opinion that the 
protection was intended only for the benefit of witnesses in suits 
where adultery is relied upon as a ground for relief, and he accord- 
ingly thought it ‘‘the safer course” to allow the questions which 
were objected to. 








REVIEWS. 


THE ANNUAL PRACTICE. 


THe ANNUAL PRAcTICE, 1885-6, BEING A COLLECTION OF THE 
STATUTES, ORDERS, AND RULES RELATING TO THE GENERAL 
PRACTICE, PROCEDURE, AND JURISDICTION OF THE CHANCERY , AND 
QUEEN’s BeNncH Divisions oF THE HicH Court oF JUSTICE, AND 
ON APPEAL THEREFROM TO THE COURT OF APPEAL AND HovsE 
or Lorps. By THomas Snow, HvuBERT WINSTANLEY, and JosEPH 
— Barristers-at-Law. William Maxwell & Son; H. Sweet 

ms. 


This is a book which is to be seen at the elbows of most of the 
judges, and it ought also to be on the table of every practitioner in 
the High Court. We are not very prone to speak in high praise of 
the law books which come before us (would that there were more 
occasion to do so); but, having used this work ever since it was first 
issued, we think we are justified in saying that it is incomparably the 
best book of the kind which exists; probably, indeed, the best prac- 
tice digest which was ever issued. It is easy of reference, and com- 
plete both in the collection of cases and in the statement of their 
exact purport. The care and intelligence with which the decisions 
are, in general, and stated can, indeed, only be appreciated 
by those who have had to work among them. There has, of course, 
been little judicial legislation during the past year, but the mass of 
siden wht have accumulated on points of practice may be seen 
from a reference to the Digest of the Wuexry REPORTER. It is 
certainly a great gain to the profession to have each year’s decisions 

winnowed out and — in their proper connection with 
the enactments or rules to which they relate. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


ROYAL COURTS 
(To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.7 
Sir,—I am surprised that no one has written to indorse the 


THE OF JUSTICE. 


aon of ““W. BR.” in your number of the 21st ult., 
for the improvement of the Royal Courts by having a floor through- 
out the on the Carey-street level, with wide openings from the 
eoart corridors to the hall. 

This seems such 4 simple and sensible plan that it ought not to be 
lost sight of ; and I wish that greater publicity could be given to it 
and the matter brought to the notice of the Board of Works, or whom 
it may concern. 

Pray, Mr. Editor, support it with your powerful influence, unless 
you can propose something better. _E 








On Wednesday Sir Henry Lopes took his seat in the Court of Appeal as 
a Lord Justice of fae. A large number of the members of the bar 
Were in court when the learned judge took his seat with the Lords Justices 

Lindley and Fry. 
On Weinesday, daring the sittings before Mr. Justice Field, who wat 
faing actions without uries, 2 case was called on in which a firm of 
were the iff_s, when, a4 no one appeared in it, the case was 
struck vot. x judge, in disposing of it, severely censured 
atiditom tin w frequently neglecting to give notice when 4 case was 
settled oat A overt, thereby caumng a list to be made wut in which it very 
happened’ that several of the actions in it were settled. Mr. Justice 
onthe’ Wy rematking that he understod the cause of the 
t from the tact that there was no tee allowed to wilicitors for 

A the wttlement A om wthon. 


re 









CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
In re GARNES, GARNES v. APPLIN—C, A. No, 2, 25th November, 
TrustEE—AccouNT—INFANT ACTING AS TRUSTEE. 

This was an action (by originating summons) brought by a person who 
claimed to be a cestui que trust under marriage articles, of which the 
defendant A. had acted as trustee, and under the settlement executed 
in pursuance of the articles, of which settlement the defendant R. was 
appointed trustee, against A. and R., claiming an account of the trust 
funds. R., when he was appointed trustee, was under the age of twenty. 
one, and he had acted before he attained twenty-one. He had attained 
twenty-one at the time when the action was brought. Bacon, V.0., 
directed an account to be taken ‘‘of the moneys and property come to 
the hands of the defendants as trustees of the articles and settlement, or 
to the hands of either of them, or to the hands of any other person or 
persons, by the order cr for the use of the defendants, or either of them, 
to be limited, as regards the defendant R., to any moneys and property 
received by him since he attained the age of twenty-one years.’’ The 
plaintiff appealed from the order, asking that R. might be ordered to 
account for all moneys and property come to his hands as trustee, &c., 
“*as well before as after he attained the age of twenty-one years.’’ It 
was urged on behalf of the plaintiff that, though it might not be possible 
to make the defendant R. liable for any money or property come to his 
hands during his infancy, he ought to state what he had done with it. 
The Court of Appeal (Lord Hatszury, C., and Linpuey and Fay, L.JJ.), 
without deciding the question of liability, varied the order by directing 
an account and inquiry as follows :—(1) An account (in the ordinary form) 
of all moneys and property come to the hands of A. as trustee; (2) an 
inquiry ‘‘ whether or any and what part or parts of the moneys and 
property mentioned in the settlement as then representing the property 
comprised in the articles have or has come to the hands or into the pos- 
session or under the disposition or control of the defendant R., and what 
have been his dealings and transactions in respect of the same, and of 
what the property, subject to the trusts of the settlement, now consists, 
and as to the dates of and circumstances attending such receipts, dealings, 
and transactions, and let the defendant A. be at liberty to attend the 
inguiries.’,—Counset, McClymont ; C. W. Williams. Souxtcrrors, Weall § 
Barker ; W. Rolfe. 


HOUGH & CO. v. HEAD.—C. A. No. 1, 30th November. 


Marine Insurance—Time Poticy—Accipent puRING TIME COVERED BY 
Poticy—Loss accrurinc AFTERWARDS. 


The plaintiffs were the owners of the steamship Presnitz, and in 
March, 1881, chartered her to Messrs. Laws & Co. for six months, with 
option to the charterers to continue the charter for a further period 
of three or six months, at a certain rate of freight. By the charter- 
party, it was agreed that in the event of loss of time by collision, 

eakdown of engines, and the vessel becoming incapable of steaming 
or proceeding for more than forty-eight working hours, payment of hire 
was to cease until such time as she was again in an efficient state 
to resume her voyage. The charter commenced on the 21st of March, 
and the plaintiffs insured themselves with the defendant, amongst others, 
for £2,000 on chartered freight for six months, from the 15th of April to 
the 14th of October, 1881, for loss of hire from accidents occurring between 
the 15th of April and the 15th of October. In June the vessel, while 

oing t the Straits of Magellan, struck igo, | with her 
bottom, but she did not lose her headway, and proceeded on her voyage. 
The charterers continued the charter for a further period of three mon 
till the 21stof December. In November she arrived at Liverpool, and it 
was found that her keel was broken, owing to the accident in June, and 
on the 30th of November the charterers gave notice that, as the steamer 
had become incapable of steaming, the hire would cease until the vessel 
was in a fit state to resume employment. The plaintiffs accordingly 
sued the defendant under the policy to recover the loss of hire from the 
30th of November, contending that, though the loss occurred after the 
termination of the policy, yet the accident causing it having occurred 
during the currency of the policy, the defendant was liable. The court 
(Lord Esuzn, M.R., and Corron and Bowzn, L.J.J.) held, affirming the 
decision of the Queen’s Bench Division (54 L. J. Q. B. 294), that, as this 
was an insurance against loss of hire, the loss of hire, as well as the 
accident, must have occurred within the time covered by the policy. The 
plaintiffs were paid freight d the whole of that time, and so there 
was no loss. The defendant, therefore, was entitled to judgment.— 
Counset, Pollard; J. G. Barnes, Sorscrtons, Lyne & Holman; Parker, 
Garrett, & Parker. 


BUTLER v. BUTLER—C. A. No. 1, 1st December. 


Husvasy asp Wivr—Seranate Eorarr—Ricur ov Husnany to sun Wire 
vow Monty raip rok HER BEYORE AND Arren Manuiaosg. 


This appeal raised a question as to the right of a husband to sue bis 
wife in contract. The action was by the plaintiff to recover from 
his wife £1,848 out of her separate estate for money paid on her behalf. 
The defendant before her marriage carried on business as a provision 
dealer, and after her marriage, on April 7, 1883, she continued to carry it 
on, but apart from her husband, Before the mai © the plaintiff had, 
t the request of the defendant, paid sums of money for her ay debts 





he owed in business. After the marriage he other sums for her at 
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her request in respect of moneys due from her before the marriage. In | the plaintiff's party wall. The plaintiff moved for an injunction, and an 
some cases the request Lad been before, and in others it was after, the | order was then made by consent that all further in the action 
marriage. The remainder of the sum claimed was paid to the defendant | should be stayed (except for the purpose of this meg ko the terms of 
after the marriage ; part, at her request, to be spent on building specula- | an agreement which had been entered into between plaintiff and the 
tions of her own, and the rest to certain of her crediturs at her request, | defendant, and that an inquiry should be made what had been 
and upon her promise to repay the money out of her separate estate. In | sustained by the plaintiff in uence of certain acts of the 
August, 1883, the defendant signed an instrument in writing, whereby | defendant. And it was ordered the defendant should pay to the 
she charged | pm of her separate estate with part of the advances, and she | plaintiff the certified amount of such damages within twenty-one days after 
also rendered an account in which she credited her husband with £1,300. | the chief clerk’s certificate, and that the defendant should also pay to the 
Qn these facts Wills, J., held that the plaintiff could maintain the | plaintiff his costs of the action, including his costs of the fae eg The 
action in respect of the post-nuptial loans and advances, but not in | chief clerk certified that the damages which had been by the 


+ of those made before marriage (see L. R. 14 Q. B. D. 831). The 
iefendant appealed so far as the judgment affected the post-nuptial 
advances. e court (Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Corron and Bowen, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. Lord Esurr, M.R., said that it was clear that at 
common law a husband could not maintain an action to recover from his 
wife money which he had advanced to her 7 a contract, express or 
implied, that she should repay him out of her separate estate. The 
common law did not recognize the possibility of a contract between a 
husband and wife upon which he could maintain an action against her for 
breach of contract. But on looking at the cases in equity, although they 
said that the equity courts held precisely the same view as the common 
law courts, yet they made an exception in the case of a wife having 
separate estate. Although no case was expressly in point, yet it was 
stated over and over again that it was recognized law in courts of equity 
that, in respect of her separate property, a wife was to be treated, as 
between her husbend and herself, as a feme sole, with all the 
consequences of being such. If so, it followed that she would be 
liable to her husband in respect of her promise to him with regard to 
her separate estate. That such was the recognized law in equity was 
most clearly stated in the case of Earl v. Ferrers (19 Beav. 67). The court 
was a court of equity as well as of law, and the remedy was, therefore, 
substantially given. The Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, did not 
take away those rights which the husband had against the wife in r t 
of her separate estate. The judgment should, therefore, be affirmed on 
the grounds on which it was given. Corron, L.J., in giving judgment to 
the same effect, said it was, in the circumstances, unnecessary to give an 
opinion as to whether an ordinary loan by a husband to a wife would be 
considered as made with reference to her separate estate. Bowen, L_J., 
was of the same opinion.—CovunseL, Rose Innes. Soxicrror, C. A. Angier. 





EMMENS v. POTTLE & SON—C. A. No. 1, 27th November. 


Lise, In NewspAPER—NEWSVENDOR—PUBLICATION OF Lipet BY SALE or 
NEWSPAPER. 


In this case the question was raised as to the liability of a newsvendor for 
libellous matter contamed in a newspaper which he sells. The action 
was brought against the defendants, who were large newspaper sellers, 
to recover damages for having published a libel in a a called 
Money, the publication complained of being the sale by the defendants of 
certain copies of the paper. The defendants, in their defence, denied the 

ublication, and pleaded that they, as newsvendors, carrying on a large 

usiness, sold copies of Money in the ordinary course of their business, and 
without any knowledge of their contents. At the trial, before Wills, J., 
the jury found (1) that the defendants did not, nor did either of them, 
know that the newspapers, at the time they sold them, contained libels on 
the plaintiff; (2) that it was not by reason of any negligence on the 
defendants’ part that they did not know that there was any libel in the 
newspapers ; and (3) that the defendants did not know that the newspaper 
was of such a character thut it was likely to contain libellous matter, nor 
ought they to have known so, The judge gave judgment for the defend- 
ants, but the jury contingently assessed the —— at one farthing. The 
plaintiff appealed, and applied for judgment. He appeared in person, 
and contended that, as the defendants had sold the papers i 
benefit to themselves, they were liable, and cited Rex v. Walter (3 Es 
Watts v. Fraser (7 0. & P. 369), Rex v. Carlile (3 B. & A. 161), and Day v. 
Bream (2 M. & Rob. 54). The court (Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Corron and 
Bowzn, L.JJ.), without calling on the defendants’ counsel, dismissed the 
appeal. They said that, primd facie, the defendants were liable, as they 
handed the newspaper containing the libel to a stranger, and this called 


for pecuniary 
. 21), 


upon them to show that they had not ‘ — *’ the libel. Now the 
defendants were persons who did not publish the paper nor print it, but 
who merely sold the paper, and so disseminated the libel. Did they, by 


disseminating it, ‘‘ publish” it? If they had known the contents, they 
would then have ‘‘ published”’ it ; but here they did not know the contents. 
The court did not decide whether, if the jury had merely found that it 
was not by reason of any negligence that they did not know of the libel 
in the paper, that would, in itself, have relieved the defendants. But the 
jury have gone further, and found that the defendants did not know, nor 
ought they to have known, that the paper was one likely to contain libel- 
lous matter. Therefore, they were innocent disseminators of a thing 
which they had no reason to suppose would contain a libel. The conse- 
quences of holding them liable in such a case would be enormous, as every 
carrier who conveyod a paper containing a libel would be liable.—Covunsat, 
Julian Robins, Sorscrron, G. Rodine. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE, 
HARRISON 0. McSHEERHAN—Pearson, J., 26th November, 


Paacrice—Damaors—Divvenence werween Sonrctron anv Curent Coates 
AND Pantry anv Pantry Oosra, 


plaintiff in consequence of the specified acts of the defendant 
*‘and the difference between party and party costs and 
client costs throughout the action, to be taxed.” The defendant 
—— to vary the certificate, which thus became binding. 
= oe Sua theh, ty tee fame > 

client, considering that, by omt operation 

certificate,~ he was entitled to have them on ing. 
defendant contended that the chief clerk had exceeded his authori 
giving the difference of costs as ; and the taxing master adjourned 
the taxation, in order that an application might be made to th 

The plaintiff then took out a summons, asking f the 
taxing master ‘‘to ascertain and i the 
plaintiff's costs of, and incident to, the action as between solicitor and 
client, and the same costs as between and «; dis- 
missed the summons. He said that it was enti 

of the court to give as damages the difference 
costs and party and party costs, and it would be unjust todoso. And, 
though the certificate had become binding, he refused to take 7“ steps 
to enforce it. But, as both _— had been equally wong he owing 
the certificate to be taken in form, he should dismiss summons 
without costs.—CovunseL, Russell Roberts ; Percy Gye. Soxscrrors, Brook, 
Chapman, & Co. ; Charles Rogers, Sons, ¢ Russell. 
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DRUITT v. SEAWARD.—Pearson, J., 28th November. 


SerrLemMentT—Constrvuction—Uttimate Lourration ro Srarvrory Next 
or Kix or Wire—Time at wich Next or Kin ARE TO BE ASCER- 
TAINED. 


A testator directed that the shares of the residue of his estate which he 
gave to his daughters, should be held by his trustees upon trust to pay 
the income thereof respectively to such ters during their lives, and 
after their deceases to their respective husbands during their lives; and 
after the decease of cath, Gather exh ber tathael, toon, co t hes 
share, in trust, for her children; and in case such daughter should not 
leave any child or children who should be living at the decease of the 
survivor of herself and her husband, then the share of such daughter 
should be ‘‘ in trust for such person or i 
the statutes made for the distribution 


husband [and] had then died 
‘*and”’ which we hare 


there.] One of the testator’s daugh 
any issue. Her husband survived h 
was whether the next of kin of the 
share, were to be ascertained at her own 
husband. In the former case, the persons to take would have been 
mother, her brother, and her two sisters; in the latter case, the persons to 
take would have been the brother and the two sisters, the mother ha’ 
died after the daughter, but before the husband. Reliance was 

on the word then as showing that the next of 

at the death of the husband; and the decisions of Lord Romilly, M 
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in Chalmers v. North (28 Beav. 175) and Pinder v. Pinder Beav. 44) were 
cited in sup) of this construction. Pxarsoy, J., that the next of 
kin were to be ascertained at the time of the wife’s own death. He said 
that the words of the limitation in Chalmers v. North were different, buat 
he could not agree with the reasoning of Lord in that case. The 
real object of such a limitation was to exclude the h He t 


that the word ‘‘ then ’’ referred to the time when the wife did 
die, and that the clause must be read ‘in case she, at the moment 
she did die, had survived her husband, and had died intestate.’’—Cocwsar, 

Ternon R. Smith; Rowden; Speed, Q.C.; Oswald; Bramwell Davis; J. 
Mercer; M. J. Druitt. Soxrcrrons, Lovell, Son, ¢ Pitfield > Tayler, Hi 
$ Co. ; Clarke, Rawlins, ¢ Co. ; Carruthers. 
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In ve THE UNDERBANK MILLS COTTON SPINNING AND 
MANUFACTURING COMPANY—Pearson J., 26th November. 
Lrarrep Company—Raerstration or Morreacrs—Morreaer to Drarcrorns 
JOINTLY Wirtn ANoTRER Person—Compantes Act, 1962, s. 43. 

The question in this case was whether directors of a company, to whom 
ointly with another person) the company had executed a of 
their property, could, after the winding up of the » enforce the 
mortgage, it not ha been, at the time of its execu 
requ by section 43 of the Companies Act, 1862. tp phe 
—— mg Ane A DS. 
4th 


e oom 
other 





This action was brought to restrain the defendant from interfering with 
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in the mortgage to A. and B., and they afterwards sub-mortgaged their 
security to H. to secure £6,000. In 1881, the term of seven years for 
which the loan was granted expired, and the mortgagees agreed with the 
company to extend the term for another seven years. At this time it was 
pointed out to the board of directors by one of their number that the 
mortgage ought to have been registered. The company had not kept any 
book called a register of mortgages, and, iu fact, the above mortgage was 
the only one which they had ever executed. In consequence of what was 
then said to the board, the secretary of the company, on the following 
day, made some entries on a blank page of a book which was kept for 
registering transfers of shares in the company, the entries purporting to give 
the particulars required by section 43 of two mortgages executed by the 
company. The page was headed, ‘Register of Transfers,’”? but the 
secretary cancelled the word ‘‘ Transfers’’ and substituted the word 

‘* Mortgages.” On the outside of the book was stamped the words, 

‘* Register of Transfers,” and the name of the company. The entries 
which the secretary made represented that there were two mortgages, 

each dated the 6th of June, 1875, to A., B., and C., respectively upon 
different parts of the company’s | roge to secure respectively £12,000 

and £1,500, the different parts of the property making up together the 
whole property which was, in fact, comprised in the mortgage of the 6th 

of June, 1874. At the time when the loan was renewed and the entries 
were made, A. and B. were still directors of the company. The 
secretary deposed that, when he made the entries, he had not a copy of 
the mortgage to refer to, and that he made them from ere and that 
he was under the impression that there were two mortgages for £12,000 
and £1,500, instead of one for £13,500. The error in the date, of ‘‘1875”’ 
instead of 1874, he said was a mere clerical error. He said, also, that 
no inquiry had ever been made, either by a shareholder or a creditor, 
for the register of mortgages. The company was in voluntary 
liquidation under the supervision of the court, and the liquidator 

contended, on the authority of Ex parte Valpy and Chaplin (L. R. 7 Ch. 289) 
and other cases, that A. and B., being directors of the company, could 
not enforce the mortgage, by reason of its not having been registered in 

compliance with the Act. It was contended that the entries which had 
been made did not constitute a sufficient registration, and that, if they 
did, they were made too late. It was admitted that there was no objec- 
tion to the mortgage so far as the sub-mortgagee was concerned. Prar- 

son, J., held that A. and B. were entitled to enforce the mortgage. He 
said that the secretary made the entries in question, intending to comply 
with the provisions of section 43, and he made them the day after the 
agreement to extend the term of the loan. The liquidator said that this 
was not a proper registration, because there was nothing outside the book 
to show that it was a register of mortgages; but, on the contrary, it 
appeared to be a register of transfers. His lordship thought this did not 
prevent its being also a register of mortgages. There was no evidence of 
any evasion or attempt to defraud. It would be going, not only beyond 

the Act, but beyond that which the most ordinary common sense would 
suggest, to say that the registration was not valid, unless it was made in 

a separate volume, and that it would not do to make it in a separate part 
of the volume which contained the register of transfers. The Act did 
not say that the register of mortgages must be kept in a separate book. 

His lordship did not see how any one who came to inquire for the register 
of mortgages would be deceived because the book bore no title at ail, or 
bore a wrong title. If any one wanted to see the register of mortgages, 

he would ask for it, and any one who had asked for it would have been 

shewn this book. If there was any evidence that a creditor had asked for 
the register of mortgages, and had been told that there was none, the 
case would have been entirely different. Looking at it as strictly as 
possible, his lordship thought that there had been a compliance with the 
Act. And he thought that the entries were in substance correct. He 
thought that, when the truth was in substance stated, and the secretary 
said that the errors arose from a defect in his memory, it would be going 

too far to hold the registration void. If there was a question of priority 

between mortgagees, these errors might possibly be of importance, but 
there was, in fact, only one mortgage. Then it was said that, as the 
registration was not made till 1881, any debts contracted by the company 
before that date ought to have priority over the mortgage. It was 
admitted that, if this had been a new mortgage to a stranger in 1881, 
it would have been entitled to priority, and, under the circumstances, his 

lordship thought that the mortgage was as much entitled to priority as if 

it had made the day before the entries were made in the book. The 
agreement to extend the term of the loan made it in substance a new 
mortgage. Another ground for upholding the mortgage was this, that, 

at the time when it was executed, O., one of the mortgagees, was not a 
director or an officer of the company. In Smith’s case (L. R. 11 Ch. D. 
579) the Court of Appeal held that the rule laid down in Ez parte Valpy and 
Chapiin did not apply to a mortgage made by a company to partners, some, 
but not all of whom were directors of the company. O. was guilty of no 
omission of duty in not registering the mortgage. A. and B. were guilty of 
an omission of duty only in their character of officers of the company, 

and the objection to the mortgage could only be taken as against them. 
His lordship did not wish to extend the doctrine of such cases as Ex parte 
Valpy and Chaplin to any circumstances not covered by those decisions. — 
CocnseL, Higgins, Q.C., and Hadley ; F. B. Palmer; Morshead; L. Ryland. 
Soxtrcrrors, Carter § Church ; Radford § Frankland ; T. Russel Kent ; Clarke, 
Woodcock, § Ryland. 





Re GLANVILLE, ELLIS v, JOHNSON.—Bacon, V.C., 27th November. 


Marrrep Woman—Serarate Estare—RestRaint on ANTICIPATION— 
Costs. 


Tn this case the facts were as follows:—A testator, who died in 1875, 





by his will gave and devised his real and personal estate to two trustees 
on trust to convert and invest, and to stand possessed of the trust 
funds on trust to pay the annual income of one moiety thereof to a 
married woman for life, free from the control of her husband, and 
without power of alienation; her receipts alone to be sufficient dis. 
charges. The trustees were also appointed executors and proved the 
will. In April, 1882, the married woman, by a next friend, brought an action 
for administration against the executors. By an order made on further con. 
sideration in this action the defendants were declared to be entitled 
to be paid their costs as between solicitor and client out of the estate, 
and the plaintiff, the next friend, was ordered to pay the costs of the suit 
as between party and party. The costs of the defendants, as between 
party and party, were taxed at £170 10s.10d. The next friend having 

m proved to be unable to pay them, the defendants took out a4 
summons that they might be at liberty, from time to time, to retain the 
income of the said moiety of the trust funds as it became due and 
payable to the married woman, until this sum of £170 10s. 10d. for costs 
was satisfied. The question now arose as to whether the court had 
jurisdiction to make the order sought for, having regard to the fact that 
the married woman was restrained from anticipation, and on this point 
Re Andrews, Edwards v. Dewar (84 W. R. 62, L. R. 30 Ch. D. 159) 
(Pearson, J.), was referred to. Bacon, V.C., said that he fully, concurred 
in considering that the view taken by Pearson, J., in Re Andrews, 
was perfectly right. But whether it was so or not, he at all events 
het make the order sought for in the present case. The effect of 
the order would be, not to enable the married woman to anticipate the 
income, but to prevent her receiving it when it became due, which was 
anything but anticipation.—CounsrL, Chadwyck Healey ; Russell Roberts, 
Soxicrrors, Geo. F. Robinson ; R. Chapman. 





BRITISH LAND AND MORTGAGE COMPANY OF AMERICA— 
Bacon, V.C., 28th November. 


Company—Pet1TI0N ror Repuction or CaprraL—ADVERTISEMENT. 


This was a petition under the Companies Act, 1877 (40 & 41 Vict. c. 
26), s. 4, to confirm a resolution for the reduction of the capital of the 
company. It was proposed to make the reduction out of paid-up 
capital, and therefore it was not necessary to serve creditors of the 
company. <A question, however, arose as to the necessity, under the 
circumstances of the case, of a previous advertisement of the petition for 
reduction. In similar cases judges had on this point taken different 
views, Chitty, J., having decided in thecase of The Consolidated Telephone 
Company (29 Sortcrrors’ Journat, 305) that the petition should be adver- 
tised ; while Pearson, J., in The London and County Land Building Company 
(Ibid., 591), held that a previous advertisement of the petition was un- 
necessary, though an advertisement of the minutes should be made. Bacon, 

y.C., now held that, in the present case, a preliminary advertisement 
of the petition was not necessary.—CounseL, Prior. Soxicrrors, Norton, 
Rose, § Norton, 


SMITH v. GILL—Kay, J., 26th November. 


Practice — JurispicTion — Ortcinatine Summons — New Trvusters — 
Trustzz Acts—18 & 19 Vict. c. 134, s. 16—JupicaturE Act, 1884— 
47 & 48 Vicr. c. 61, s. 183—R. 8. C., 1883, orp. 55, zn. 2 (8). 


In this case an a question arose as to whether the court had 
jurisdiction) under 47 & 48 Vict. c. 61, s. 13, to appoint new trustees under 
the Trustee Acts, and to make a vesting order upon an originating sum- 
mons. Under the will of Edward Gill, who died in July, 1874, an 
originating summons was taken out in chambers by a retiring trustee for 
the advice of the court in respect of a proposed transfer by him of the 
trust Bey seg to certain new trustees. This summons was afterwards 
amended by entitling it in the matter of the Trustee Acts, and, as 
amended, it asked for the appointment of new trustees and for a vesting 
order. When the summons came before Kay, J., in chambers, his lord- 
pe was willing to make the order asked for, subject to his being 
satisfied that he had jurisdiction to do so, as to which he expressed grave 
doubts, and desired that the matter should be mentioned to him in court. 
On the case being mentioned, Kay, J., said that he desired to express his 
opinion very clearly about the matter, because the point was one which 
often occurred in chambers, and it was desirable that it should be con- 
sidered by the Court of Appeal, in case the view which he had taken 
might be questioned hereafter. The Trustee Act, 1850, prescribed two 
modes of proceeding, one by petition if the application was not made in 
an action, and the other by motion or summons if it was in an action. 
Instead of a petition in this case, an originating summons was taken out 
in chambers, which, as afterwards amended, asked for the appointment of 
new trustees. His lordship was of opinion that, comparing section 16 of 
18 & 19 Vict. c. 134, with section 13 of 47 & 48 Vict. c. 61, the object of 
the later enactment was merely to give the same power of making general 
orders, which would allow proceedings by summons Mm chambers instead of 
by petition, to the Lord Chancellor with the assistance of the judges, in 
respect of Acts of Parliament passed after the Act of 18 & 19 Vict. c. 134, 
as that Act gave to them in respect of Acts passed before; but still 
there must be a general order, and before the practice under the Trustee Act 
could be extended to an originating summons, so that the matter might 


be originated by summons in chambers, there must be such general order. 
No such order had been made, and, therefore, the court had no jurisdic- 
tion on an originating summons to make an order appointing trustees. 
The only exception was under the Rules of Court, 1883, ord. 55, r. 2 (8), 
in cases where a judgment or order had been given or made for the sale, 

tcanele of any stock, or of any hereditaments, corporeal 


conveyance, or 
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or incorporeal, im whieh cases the practice was to make the order in 
chambers without any petition to the court.—CounsgL, D. G. Begg; 
Bardswell. Soutcrrors, J. £. Fox § Co, ; Pritehard, Englefield, § Co. 


FENCHURCH v. WILLIAMS—Q. B. D., 30th November. 
Poor Rate—Liasiuity or PostMastER-GENERAL—TELEGRAPH Act, 1868. 


In this case the question arose whether the Postmaster-General was 
liable to be rated to the relief of the poor at a greater amount than that 
at which certain premises in his occupation had been assessed at the 
time of their purchase by the Post Office, under the provisions of 31 & 32 
Vict. c. 110. It appeared, from a ial case stated by the Lord Mayor 
and Aldermen of the City of London, that the Postmaster-General 
had acquired the lease of the premises in question in 1870, at which 
time they were assessed for the purposes of the r rate at £334. A 
telegraph company, from whom the lease was purchased, had covenanted 
with the lessor to pay all the poor rates during the term of the lease. The 
premises were eventually underleased by the Postmaster-General to two 

te tenants. One of the underleases contained a covenant by the 
lessor to pay the rates. The two parts of the premises were each assessed 
in 1880, on the revaluation of the metropolis, at the sum of £280. At 
that time the Post Office was still in occupation of one part. It was 
contended on the part of the overseers that, as the Postmaster-General 
had now leased the premises for other than telegraph purposes, he was 
liable to pay rates on the higher assessment. The court (MaTHew and 
Smuirn, JJ.) said that the Telegraph Acts, 1868 and 1869, were passed 
for the double purpose of protecting the parish and the general public. 
The effect of that compromise was that the rateable value of the premises 
occupied by the Postmaster-General remained at the amount at which 
they were assessed at the time of the purchase by the Post Office. Where 
the premises were leased by the Postmaster-General because they were 
not wanted for the purposes of carrying on his business, it was reasonable 
that the rate should not be suffered to rise in consequence of any en- 
hanced value of the premises, for thereby, in a case like the present, when 
there was a covenant by the lessor to pay the rates, the profit rental 
accruing to the Post Office would be diminished. Smrru, J., concurred, 
pointing out that this was a case of lease and not a sale of the premises.— 
UounsEL, Sir J. EF. Gorst, 8.G.; Casserley ; A. C. Nicoll. Sourcrrors, Rawlins ; 
Solicitor to the Post Office. 





REG. v. WHEATLEY—Q. B. D., 30th November. 


Pustic Heattu Act, 1875—Nuvursance—Durty or JusticEs.TO STATE WHAT 
WoRKS REQUIRED TO BE DONE. 


In this case, justices had made an order for the removal of a nuisance, 
but without stating in the order what works were required to be done. 
The summons which was served on the defendant set out that there was 
a drain in such a state as to be injurious to health on the premises in 
— and that such nuisance was caused by the act or default of the 

efendant. The order made on this summons was to abate the said nuisance 
within a month from the service thereof, and to execute such works and 
to do such things as might be necessary for that p , 8o that the 
same should be no longer a nuisance or injurious to health. It was con- 
tended, on a rule for a certiorari, that the justices ought to point out 
what works were to be done by the defendant. The court (MarHew and 
Suir, JJ.) held, on the construction of the Public Health Act, ss. 92, 94, 
and of the forms given in the schedule, that the intention of the Legislature 
was that the justices should point out in their order what works were 
necessary to be done ; that they had a duty to perform before they could 
impose a penalty, and that the order before the court was bad for not 
specifying what things were to be done, and what works executed by the 
defendant, in remedying the existing nuisance.—CovunssL, F. Marshall ; 
A, Charles, Q.C.; Ashton Cross. Soxrcrrors, Bell, Broderick, §& Gray, for 
Curry, Cleckheaton ; Chester, Mayhew, Broome, § Griffithes. 





YELLAND v. WINTER—Q. B. D., 27th November. 
RevenuE—Dvuty on Mare Servants—Groom. 


In this case the question arose whether a man who is employed on a 
farm, but gives a portion of his time to attend to his employer's pony and 
cart, is only occasionally or tgs! employed as a groom, so as to come 
within the exception provided by 39 Vict. c. 16, s. 5, to the tax imposed 
by 32 & 33 Vict. c, 14,8. 19, on persons employing male servants. It ap- 
peared from a case stated by justices that the duties of the servant in 
question were to feed his employer’s pony, to attend tothe bullocks in the 
yard, and to work on the farm. He washed the trap when necessary, 
cleaned the harness, and took the trap to and from the railway station 
when he was required todo so. His employer sometimes harnessed and 
groomed the pony himself. The Courr held that where a man is 
substantially employed in some other capacity than that of a groom, 
though it is also his duty to attend to a horse and trap, he comes within 
the exception provided by the later statute; and that in this case the 
substantial occupation was undoubtedly that of farm labourer, and his 
employment as groom only occasional and partial.— Counse1, R. 8. Wright ; 
A. P, Stone. SoxtcrroR, Solicitor to Inland Revenue. 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS, 
Inve MAUGHAM (A Solicitor)—O. A. No. 1, 27th November. 
Taxation oF Costs or Enciisn SoLicrror PRACTISING ABROAD. 
This was an application to tax a bill of costs. Messrs. Johnson, Budd, 


& Johnson, solicitors, of London, were conducting 
country for a French client, M. Clarparéde, who was the 
Union Insurance Company upon a marine policy on 
steamer from Havre to Senegal. Unseaworthiness was pleaded, and it 


was necessary to get evidence at Havre. Messrs. Johnson Mr. 
Maugham, who was an English solicitor in Park tao the 
work in France. t at the trial, but was not 


called as a witness. Mai sent in his bill of costs to Messrs. 
and, as their bill was to be taxed, they applied to have Maugham’s 
taxed. Maugham had, in the meantime, died, but his executors 0; 
the application. The bill was in the form of an ordinary English bill of 
costs. It appeared that Maugham had carried on business in Paris for 
thirty-five years; that he always took out a certificate in land, but 
never practised here; and that Messrs. Johnson always em 

when they had business in France. The master, the judge, and 
Divisional Court (Lord Coleridge, O.J., and Mathew, J.) ordered the 
to be taxed (29 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 576). The executors appealed. 
Counsel for the executors contended that the contract entered into 
between Messrs. Johnson and Maug contract, and 
that, consequently, the Solicitors Act (6 & 7 Vict. c. 73), 8. 37, did not 
apply, the work not having been done in England, and that Maugham 

id not intend to bring himself within the statute. 

Lord Esner, M.R., said :—This is a pure question of fact, and we are 
asked to draw a different inference of fact from that drawn by the master, 
the judge in chambers, and the Divisional Court. The Se ec is, was 
this work done by an English solicitor as an English solicitor, upon the 
implied condition that he was to do it on the usual terms—that is, that 
his bill of costs might be taxed. Maugham was an English solicitor 
practising in Paris who took out a certificate here, and he was employed 
by Johnson & Co. to do some work in Frnacein connection with an action 
in this country. Johnson & Co. ne have sent a clerk to do this work, 
but instead of that they employed Maugham. The relation between them 
was obviously the same as exists between a country solicitor and his 
London agent, Maugham being the agent of Johnson & Oo. in Paris. 
He made out his bill in English money, and according to the recognized 
English scale. Putting all these facts together, it is clear that Maugham 
was acting as an English solicitor in an lawsuit, and as the agent 
of an English solicitor; and the bill, therefore, was liable to taxation 
under the statute. 

Corron and Bowen, L.JJ., concurred. 

Counszr.,, W. O. Danckwerts and W. H. Payne ; Bigham,Q.O. Soxtscrrors, 
Johnson, Budd, § Johnson; Dixon, Ward, $ Co. 


In re FREWEN, FREWEN v. JAMES—Pearson, J., 23rd November. 


R. S. C., 1883, orp. 65, n. 27 (26) —Sotrcrror — Costs—Taxation— 
Moperation or Brut or Costs parp BY TRUSTEE. 


This was an application for the taxation or moderation of some bills of 
costs which had been paid by a trustee, who was a solicitor, to the firm 
of solicitors of which he was a member. Rule 27 (26) of order 65 provides 
that ‘‘ where an account consists in part of bill of costs, the court or 
judge may direct the taxing officer to assist in settling such costs, not 

ing the ordinary costs o' sing the account of a receiver, and the 

taxing officer, on receiving such direction, shall proceed to tax such costs, 
and shall have the same powers, and the same fees shall be —_ in 
respect thereof, as if the same had been referred to the taxing officer by 
an order; and he shall return the same, with his opinion thereon, to the 
court or judge by whose direction the same were taxed.” The on was 
brought in December, 1884, by an infant (by his next friend) against the 
sole surviving trustee of the will, claiming (inter alia) that new trustees 
might be appointed of the testator’s estate, and that the defendant might 
be removed; that proper accounts might be taken of moneys received and 
paid by the trustee of the estate so far as possible; and that the trustee 
might be ordered to pay all moneys which might be found due from him. 
The defendant had been and was a partner in the firms of solicitors which 
had successively acted as solicitors to the trustees, and was a partner in 
the firm as it was constituted at the time of the issue of the writ. In 
March, 1885, terms of compromise were entered into by the solicitors of 
the parties, which provided (inter alia) that ried pmewres by his next friend, 
should apply in chambers for an order that all proceedings in the action 
should be stayed ; and that the defendant should deliver copies of all bills 
of costs charged by him, or by the firms of which he was from time to time 
a member, against the testator’s estate, or against the tenant for life, and 
which had been paid out of the capital or income of that estate, such 
delivery, however, not to prejudice any objections which the defendant 
could otherwise make to the taxation of such bills, or any of them. Tle 
defendant’s present firm to deliver all unpaid bills of costs of their 
late firm against the same estate or against the tenant for life, the sums 
(if any) disallowed on taxation of the paid bills to be set off t the 
amount of such unpaid bills as taxed or agreed. On the lst of April, 1885, 
an order was made oon all further proceedings in the action against 
the defendant, and striking his name out as defendant. In pursuance of the 
agreemert the defendant’s firm delivered to the new trustees of the will 
copies of the bills of costs, which had been ppotents delivered by that 
firm and their predecessors in business to the trustees of the will, and had 
been paid. They had all been paid more than twelve months. In June, 
1885, an originating summons, entitled in the action and in the matter of the 
several firms of solicitors of which the defendant had been and was a member, 
was taken out by the tenant for life and the new trustees of the will (who 
had been saqpedivday added as defendants to the action), asking a reference 
to the taxing master to tax or moderate the bills of costs against the 
several firms of solicitors, or, in the alternative, against th 
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in the mortgage to A. and B., and they afterwards sub-mortgaged their 
security to H. to secure £6,000. In 1881, the term of seven years for 
which the loan was granted expired, and the mortgagees agreed with the 
company to extend the term for another seven years. At this time it was 
pointed out to the board of directors by one of their number that the 
mortgage ought to have been registered. The company had not kept any 
book called a register of mortgages, and, iu fact, the above mortgage was 

the only one which they had ever executed. In consequence of what was 
then said to the board, the secretary of the company, on the following 
day, made some entries on a blank page of a book which was kept for 
registering transfers of shares in the company, the entries purporting to give 
the particulars required by section 43 of two mortgages executed by the 

company. The page was headed, ‘‘ Register of Transfers,’’ but the 
secretary cancelled the word ‘‘ Transfers” and substituted the word 

‘*Mortgages.” On the outside of the book was stamped the words, 

‘Register of Transfers,’” and the name of the company. The entries 
which the secretary made represented that there were two mortgages, 

each dated the 6th of June, 1875, to A., B., and C., respectively upon 
different parts of the company’s property, to secure respectively £12,000 

and £1,500, the different parts of the property making up together the 
whole property which was, in fact, comprised in the mortgage of the 6th 

of June, 1874. At the time when the loan was renewed and the entries 
were made, A. and B. were still directors of the company. The 
secretary deposed that, when he made the entries, he had not a copy of 
the mortgage to refer to, and that he made them from memory, and that 
he was under the impression that there were two mortgages for £12,000 
and £1,500, instead of one for £13,500. The error in the date, of ‘1875’ 
instead of 1874, he said was a mere clerical error. He said, also, that 
no inquiry had ever been made, either by a shareholder or a creditor, 
for the register of mortgages. The company was in voluntary 
liquidation under the supervision of the court, and the liquidator 

contended, on the authority of Ex parte Valpy and Chaplin (L. R. 7 Ch. 289) 
and other cases, that A. and B., being directors of the company, could 
not enforce the mortgage, by reason of its not having been registered in 
compliance with the Act. It was contended that the entries which had 
been made did not constitute a sufficient registration, and that, if they 
did, they were made too late. It was admitted that there was no objec- 
tion to the mortgage so far as the sub-mortgagee was concerned. Prar- 
son, J., held that A. and B. were entitled to enforce the mortgage. He 
said that the secretary made the entries in question, intending to comply 
with the provisions of section 43, and he made them the day after the 
agreement to extend the term of the loan. The liquidator said that this 
was not a proper registration, because there was nothing outside the book 
to show that it was a register of mortgages; but, on the contrary, it 
appeared to be a register of transfers. His lordship thought this did not 
prevent its being also a register of mortgages. There was no evidence of 
any evasion or attempt to defraud. It would be going, not only beyond 
the Act, but beyond that which the most ordinary common sense would 
suggest, to say that the registration was not valid, unless it was made in 

a separate volume, and that it would not do to make it in a separate part 
of the volume which contained the register of transfers. The Act did 
not say that the register of mortgages must be kept in a separate book. 
His lordship did not see how any one who came to inquire for the register 
of mortgages would be deceived because the book bore no title at ail, or 
bore a wrong title. If any one wanted to see the register of mortgages, 
he would ask for it, and any one who had asked for it would have been 

shewn this book, If there was any evidence that a creditor had asked for 
the register of mortgages, and had been told that there was none, the 
case would have been entirely different. Looking at it as strictly as 
possible, his lordship thought that there had been a compliance with the 
Act. And he thought that the entries were in substance correct. He 
thought that, when the truth was in substance stated, and the secretary 
said that the errors arose from a defect in his memory, it would be going 
too far to hold the registration void. If there was a question of priority 
between mortgagees, these errors might possibly be of importance, but 
there was, in fact, only one mortgage. Then it was said that, as the 
registration was not made till 1881, any debts contracted by the company 
before that date ought to have priority over the mortgage. It was 
admitted that, if this had been a new mortgage to a stranger in 1881, 
it would have been entitled to priority, and, under the circumstances, his 
lordship thought that the mortgage was as much entitled to priority as if 
it had made the day before the entries were made in the book. The 
agreement to extend the term of the loan made it in substance a new 
mortgage. Another ground for upholding the mortgage was this, that, 
at the time when it was executed, O., one of the mortgagees, was not a 
director or an officer of the company. In Smith’s case (L. R. 11 Ch. D. 
579) the Court of Appeal held that the rule laid down in Ex parte Valpy and 
Chaplin did not apply to a mortgage made by a company to partners, some, 
but not all of whom were directors of the company. OC. was guilty of no 
omission of duty in not registering the mortgage. A. and B. were guilty of 
an omission of duty only in their character of officers of the company, 
and the objection to the mortgage could only be taken as against them. 
His lordship did not wish to extend the doctrine of such cases as Ex parte 
Valpy and Chaplin to any circumstances not covered by those decisions.— 
CovnseL, Higgins, Q.C., and Hadley ; F. B. Palmer ; Morshead; L. Ryland. 
Sorscrrors, Carter § Church; Radford § Frankland ; T. Russel Kent ; Clarke, 
Woodcock, § Ryland. 


Re GLANVILLE, ELLIS », JOHNSON.—Bacon, V.C., 27th November. 


Marrrep Woman—Separate Estate—Restraint on ANTICIPATION— 
Costs. 


In this case the facts were as follows :—A testator, who died in 1875, 





by his will gave and devised his real and personal estate to two trustees 
on trust to convert and invest, and to stand possessed of the trust 
funds on trust to pay the annual income of one moiety thereof to a 
married woman for life, free from the control of her husband, and 
without power of alienation; her receipts alone to be sufficient dis. 
charges. The trustees were also appointed executors and proved the 
will. In April, 1882, the married woman, by a next friend, brought an action 
for administration against the executors. By an order made on further con. 
sideration in this action the defendants were declared to be entitled 
to be paid their costs as between solicitor and client out of the estate, 
and the plaintiff, the next friend, was ordered to pay the costs of the suit 
as between party and party. The costs of the defendants, as between 
party and party, were taxed at £170 10s. 10d. The next friend having 
been proved to be unable to pay them, the defendants took out 4 
summons that they might be at liberty, from time to time, to retain the 
income of the said moiety of the trust funds as it became due and 
payable to the married woman, until this sum of £170 10s. 10d. for costs 
was satisfied. The question now arose as to whether the court had 
jurisdiction to make the order sought for, having regard to the fact that 
the married woman was restrained from anticipation, and on this point 
Re Andrews, Edwards v. Dewar (84 W. R. 62, L. R. 30 Ch. D. 159) 
(Pearson, J.), was referred to. Bacon, V.C., said that he fully, concurred 
in considering that the view taken by Pearson, J., in Re Andrews, 
was perfectly right. But whether it was so or not, he at all events 
woul | make the order sought for in the present case. The effect of 
the order would be, not to enable the married woman to anticipate the 
income, but to prevent her receiving it when it became due, which was 
anything but anticipation.—CounseL, Chadwyck Healey ; Russell Roberts, 
Soricrrors, Geo. F. Robinson ; R. Chapman. 


BRITISH LAND AND MORTGAGE COMPANY OF AMERICA— 
Bacon, V.C., 28th November. 


CompaNny—PetTiTI0on For Repuction or CaprraAL—ADVERTISEMENT. 


This was a petition under the Companies Act, 1877 (40 & 41 Vict. c, 
26), s. 4, to confirm a resolution for the reduction of the capital of the 
company. It was proposed to make the reduction out of paid-up 
capital, and therefore it was not necessary to serve creditors of the 
company. A question, however, arose as to the necessity, under the 
circumstances of the case, of a previous advertisement of the petition for 
reduction. In similar cases judges had on this point taken different 
views, Chitty, J., having decided in thecase of The Consolidated Telephone 
Company (29 Sotcrrors’ Journat, 305) that the petition should be adver- 
tised ; while Pearson, J., in The London and County Land Building Company 
(Ibid., 591), held that a previous advertisement of the petition was un- 
necessary, though an advertisement of the minutes should be made. Bacon, 
V.C., now held that, in the present case, a preliminary advertisement 
of the petition was not necessary.—CounsEL, Prior. Soxrcrrors, Norton, 
Rose, § Norton, 


SMITH v. GILL—Kay, J., 26th November. 


Practice — Jurisp1cTion — Oricrnatinec Summons — New Trustees — 
Trustee Acts—18 & 19 Vicr. c. 134, s. 16—Jupicature Act, 1884— 
47 & 48 Vicr. c. 61, s. 13—R. 8. C., 1883, orp. 55, rR. 2 (8). 


In this case an important question arose as to whether the court had 
jurisdiction) under 47 & 48 Vict. c. 61, s. 13, to appoint new trustees under 
the Trustee Acts, and to make a vesting order upon an originating sum- 
mons. Under the will of Edward Gill, who died in July, 1874, an 
originating summons was taken out in chambers by a retiring trustee for 
the advice of the court in respect of a proposed transfer by him of the 
trust Pipherty to certain new trustees. is summons was afterwards 
amended by entitling it in the matter of the Trustee Acts, and, as 
amended, it asked for the appointment of new trustees and for a vesting 
order. When the summons came before Kay, J., in chambers, his lord- 
- was willing to make the order asked for, subject to his being 
satisfied that he had jurisdiction to do so, as to which he expressed grave 
doubts, and desired that the matter should be mentioned to him in court. 
On the case being mentioned, Kay, J., said that he desired to express his 
opinion very clearly about the matter, because the point was one which 
often occurred in chambers, and it was desirable that it should be con- 
sidered by the Court of Appeal, in case the view which he had taken 
might be questioned he r. The Trustee Act, 1850, prescribed two 
modes of proceeding, one by petition if the application was not made in 
an action, and the other by motion or summons if it was in an action. 
Instead of a petition in this case, an originating summons was taken out 
in chambers, which, as afterwards amended, asked for the appointment of 
new trustees. His lordship was of opinion that, comparing section 16 of 
18 & 19 Vict. c. 134, with section 13 of 47 & 48 Vict. c. 61, the object of 
the later enactment was merely to give the same power of making general 
orders, which would allow proceedings by summon’ in chambers instead of 
by petition, to the Lord Chancellor with the assistance of the judges, in 
respect of Acts of Parliament passed after the Act of 18 & 19 Vict. c. 134, 
as that Act gave to them in respect of Acts passed before; but still 
there must be a general order, and before the practice under the Trustee Act 
could be extended to an originating summons, so that the matter might 
be originated by summons in chambers, there must be such general order. 
No such order had been made, and, therefore, the court had no jurisdic- 
tion on an originating summons to make an order appointing trustees. 
The only exception was under the Rules of Court, 1883, ord. 55, r. 2 (8), 
in cases where a judgment or order had been given or made for the sale, 
conveyance, or of any stock, or of any hereditaments, corporeal 
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or incorporeal, in whieh cases the practice was to make the order in 
chambers without any petition to the court.—Counszn, D. G. Begg; 
Bardswell. Souicrrors, J. EB. Fox § Co. ; Pritchard, Englefield, § Co. 


FENCHURCH v. WILLIAMS—Q. B. D., 30th November. 
Poor Rate—Lianriity or Postmaster-GENERAL—TELEGRAPH Act, 1868. 


In this case the question arose whether the Postmaster-General was 
liable to be rated to the relief of the poor at a greater amount than that 
at which certain premises in his occupation had been assessed at the 
time of their purchase by the Post Office, under bel ete 253 of 31 & 32 
Vict. c. 110. It appeared, from a ial case stated by the Lord Mayor 
and Aldermen of the City of London, that the Postmaster-General 
had acquired the lease of the premises in question in 1870, at which 
time they were assessed for the purposes of the rate at £334. A 
telegraph company, from whom the lease was purchased, had covenanted 
with the lessor to pay all the poor rates during the term of the lease. The 
premises were eventually underleased by the Postmaster-General to two 

te tenants. One of the underleases contained a covenant by the 
lessor to pay the rates. The two parts of the premises were each assessed 
in 1880, on the revaluation of the metropolis, at the sum of £280. At 
that time the Post Office was still in occupation of one part. It was 
contended on the part of the overseers that, as the Postmaster-General 
had now leased the premises for other than telegraph p ses, he was 
liable to pay rates on the higher assessment. The court (MarHew and 
Swrrn, JJ.) said that the Telegraph Acts, 1868 and 1869, were passed 
for the double purpose of protecting the parish and the general public. 
The effect of that compromise was that the rateable value of the premises 
occupied by the Postmaster-General remained at the amount at which 
they were assessed at the time of the purchase by the Post Office. Where 
the premises were leased by the Postmaster-General because they were 
not wanted for the —= of carrying on his business, it was reasonable 
that the rate should not be suffered to rise in consequence of any en- 
hanced value of the premises, for thereby, in acase like the present, when 
there was a covenant by the lessor to pay the rates, the profit rental 
accruing to the Post Office would be diminished. Smrru, J., concurred, 
pointing out that this was a case of lease and not a sale of the premises.— 
UounszL, Sir J. EB. Gorst, 8.G.; Casserley ; A. C. Nicoll. Soricrrors, Rawlins ; 
Solicitor to the Post Office. 


REG. v. WHEATLEY—Q. B. D., 30th November. 


Pustic Heattu Act, 1875—Nvisance—Dvty or Justices TO STATE WHAT 
WoORKS REQUIRED TO BE DONE. 


In this case, justices had made an order for the removal of a nuisance, 
but without stating in the order what works were required to be done. 
The summons which was served on the defendant set out that there was 
a drain in such a state as to be injurious to health on the premises in 
— and that such nuisance was caused by the act or default of the 

efendant. The order made on this summons was to abate the said nuisance 
within a month from the service thereof, and to execute such works and 
to do such things as might be necessary for that purpose, so that the 
same should be no longer a nuisance or injurious to health. It was con- 
tended, on a rule for a certiorari, that the justices ought to point out 
what works were to be done by the defendant. The court (MarHew and 
Suirx, JJ.) held, on the construction of the Public Health Act, ss. 92, 94, 
and of the forms given in the schedule, that the intention of the Legislature 
was that the justices should point out in their order what works were 
necessary to be done ; that they had a duty to perform before they could 
impose a penalty, and that the order before the court was bad for not 
specifying what things were to be done, and what works executed by the 
defendant, in remedying the existing nuisance.—Covunsz1, F. Marshail ; 
A, Charles, Q.C.; Ashton Cross. Soxtcrrors, Bell, Broderick, § Gray, for 
Curry, Cleckheaton ; Chester, Mayhew, Broome, § Griffiithes. 


YELLAND ov. WINTER—Q. B. D., 27th November. 
RevenuE—Dvrty on Marz Servants—GrRoom. 


In this case the question arose whether a man who is employed on a 
farm, but gives a portion of his time to attend to his employer’s pony and 
cart, is only occasionally or egy employed as a groom, so as to come 
within the exception provided by 39 Vict. c. 16, s. 5, to the tax imposed 
by 32 & 33 Vict. c, 14, 8. 19, on persons employing male servants. It ap- 
peared from a case stated by justices that the duties of the servant in 
question were to feed his employer’s pony, to attend tothe bullocks in the 
yard, and to work on the farm. He washed the trap when necessary, 
cleaned the harness, and took the trap to and from the railway station 
when he was required todoso. His employer sometimes harnessed and 
groomed the pony himself. The Covrr held that where a man is 
substantially employed in some other capacity than that of a groom, 
though it is also his duty to attend to a horse and trap, he comes within 
the exception provided by the later statute; and that in this case the 
substantial occupation was undoubtedly that of farm labourer, and his 
employment as groom only occasional and partial.— Counsgt, R. 8. Wright ; 
A. P. Stone, Soxrscrror, Solicitor to Inland Revenue. 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 
In re MAUGHAM (A Solicitor)—C. A. No. 1, 27th November. 
Taxation or Costs or ENGiisx SoLicrToR PRACTISING ABROAD. 
This was an application to tax a bill of costs. Messrs. Johnson, Budd, 





& Johnson, soli of 
county for a French t, M. 
on Insurance Company upon a marine policy on 
steamer from Havre to Senegal. U 
was necessary to get 
Maugham, who was an 
work in France. Mr. Ma 
called as a witness. Ma 
and, as their bill was to be taxed, they applied to 
taxed. Maugham had, in the meantime, died, but 
the application. The bill was in the form of an ordinary 
costs. It appeared that Maugham had carried on business 
thirty-five years ; that he always took out a certificate in 
never practised here; and that Messrs. Johnson always em 
when they had business in France. The master, the j 
Divisional Court (Lord Coleridge, O.J., and Mathew, J.) ordered 
to be taxed (29 Soxricrrons’ Journat, 576). The executors appealed. 
Counsel for the executors contended that the contract entered into 


. ug act, 
that, consequently, the Solicitors Act (6 & 7 Vict. c. 73), 8. 37, did not 
apply, the work not having been done in England, and that Maugham 
did not intend to bring himself within the statute. 

Lord Esner, M.R., said :—This is a pure question of fact, and we are 
asked to draw a different inference of fact from that drawn by the master, 
the judge in chambers, and the Divisional Court. The question is, was 
this work done by an English solicitor as an English solicitor, upon the 
implied condition that he was to do it on the usual terms—that is, 
his bill of costs might be taxed. Maugham was an English solicitor 
practising in Paris who took out a certificate here, and he was employed 
by Johnson & Co. to do some work in Frnacein connection with an action 
in thi try. Johnson & Co. might have sent a clerk to do this work, 
but instead of that they employed Maugham. The relation between them 
was obviously the same as exists between a country solicitor and his 
London agent, Maugham being the agent of Johnson & Oo. in Paris. 
He made out his bill in English money, and according to the 
English scale. Putting all these facts together, it is clear that Maugham 
was acting as an English solicitor in an English lawsuit, and as the agent 
of an English solicitor; and the bill, therefore, was liable to taxation 
under the statute. ; 

Corron and Bowen, L.JJ., concurred. 

Counssr.,, W. O. Danckwerts and W. H. Payne ; Bigham,Q.O. Soxscrrors, 
Johnson, Budd, § Johnson; Dixon, Ward, $ Co. 


In re FREWEN, FREWEN »v. JAMES—Pearson, J., 23rd November. 


R. S. C., 1883, orp. 65, pn. 27 (26) —Soxrcrror -- Costs—Taxation— 
Moperation or Brut or Costs parp By TRUSTEE. 


This was an application for the taxation or moderation of some bills of 
costs which had been paid by a trustee, who was a solicitor, to the firm 
of solicitors of which he was a member. Rule 27 (26) of order 65 provides 
that ‘‘ where an account consists in part of bill of costs, the court or 
judge may direct the — officer to assist in settling such costs, not 

ing the ordinary costs o g the account of a receiver, and the 
taxing officer, on receiving such direction, shall proceed to tax such costs, 
and shall have the same powers, and the same fees shall be _ in 
respect thereof, as if the same had been referred to the taxing officer by 
an order; and he shall return the same, with his opinion thereon, to the 
court or judge by whose direction the same were taxed.”” The action wag 
brought in December, 1884, by an infant (by his next friend) against the 
sole surviving trustee of the will, claiming (inter alia) that new trustees 
might be appointed of the testator’s estate, and that the defendant might 
be removed ; that proper accounts might be taken of moneys received and 
paid by the trustee of the estate so far as possible; and that the trustee 
might be ordered to pay all moneys which might be found due from him. 
The defendant had been and was a partner in the firms of solicitors which 
had successively acted as solicitors to the trustees, and was a partner in 
the firm as it was constituted at the time of the issue of the writ. In 
March, 1885, terms of a were entered into by the solicitors of 
the parties, which provided (inter alia) that tt cee by his next friend, 
should apply in chambers for an order that in the action 
should be stayed ; and that the defendant should deliver copies of all bills 
of costs charged by him, or by the firms of which he was from time to time 
a member, against the testator’s estate, or against the tenant for life, and 
which had been paid out of the capital or income of that estate, such 
delivery, however, not to prejudice any objections which the defendant 
could otherwise make to the taxation of such bills, or any of them. Tte 
defendant’s present firm to deliver all unpaid bills of costs of their 
late firm against the same estate or against the tenant for life, the sums 
(if any) disallowed on taxation of the paid bills to be set off against the 
amount of such unpaid bills as taxed oragreed. On the Istof April, 1885, 
an order was made o— all further proceedings in the action against 
the defendant, and striking his name out as defendant. In pursuance of the 
agreement the defendant’s firm delivered to the new trustees of the will 
copies of the bills of costs, which had been ously delivered by that 
firm and their predecessors in business to the trustees of the will, and had 
been paid. They had all been paid more than twelve months. In June, 
1885, an orig g summons, entitled in the action and in the matter of the 
several firms of solicitors of which the defendant had been and was a member, 
was taken out by the tenant for life and the new trustees of the will (who 
had been vely added as defendants to the action), asking a reference 
to the taxing master to tax or moderate the bills of costs against the 

several firms of solicitors, or, in the alternative, against the original 
defendant, as a member of those firms and as late trustee of the will, and 
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which bills had been respectively paid or deducted from the estate of the 
testator, or from money belonging to the tenant for life, by the late 
trustee, and that, if it should appear that all or any of the bills had been 
overpaid, the firms of solicitors respectively, or, in the alternative, the late 
trustee, might be ordered to repay the amountso overpaid. Pzarson, J., held 
that theapplicants werenot entitled to have the bills either taxed or moderated. 
He said the defendant had been the acting trustee, and he would 
assume for the purposes of the decision that the defendant had been 
the sole trustee. This assumption would do no injustice, and it would 
tng case of the applicants in the strongest and fairest light. That 
so, the case was that moneys belonging to the testator’s estate had 
been paid to the successive firms of which the defendant had been a 
member, and had, therefore, to the extent of his interest in those firms, 
been to himself. The fact that the trustee who had paid these sums 
was f interested in them when paid had predisposed his lordship’s 
mind in favour of the taxation of the bills. But he must decide the case 
according to the strict rights of the parties. Looking at the indorsement 
on the writ, no one could doubt that it was avery hostile action. But 
then the terms of compromise were entered into, and, after that agree- 
ment, the present application was made. The agreement was not very 
plain in its terms, but one thing was'plain. The action claimed a hostile 
account against the defendant, and, if he had carried in the account, he 
would necessarily have included in it the moneys which he had received 
on account of the estate, and, on the other side, he would have included, 
by way of discharge, the bills of costs which he had paid. If any items 
in the bills of costs had been found to be improper, they must have been 
moderated against him, and any sums disallowed would have come in as 
items against him in the account, and would have been set off against any 
sums due from him, and in the result it might have been found that 
was due to him from the estate. It was plain from the 
peepee of compromise that nothing was further from the intention 
the parties than that the defendant should be made personally liable 
for any sums disallowed; it was only intended that his present firm 
should set such sums off against the unpaid bills. This showed that it 
was not intended that there should be any taxation or moderation as 
against the defendant mally. The agreement did not contemplate that 
the trustee should bring in for the purpose of moderation bills of costs 
which he had brought into his account for the purpose of discharging 
himself. The provision that the delivery of copies of the bills should not 
prejudice any objections which the defendant could otherwise make to the 
taxation of the bills could have no effect so far as the trustee was 
concerned. But the defendant and his advisers knew that the bills 
could not be taxed, because they had been paid, and that provision was 
intended to prevent its being said that the time for taxation would run 
from the date of the fresh delivery of the bills. And the words ‘‘ taxed 
or agreed.”’ pointed to an ss for the taxation of a solicitor’s bill, 
and not to the moderation of bills which had been paid by a trustee. To 
direct the moderation of the bills now would be contrary to the agreement, 
it never having been intended to make the defendant personally liable. 
And, as to taxation against the solicitors, the agreement reserved all the 
objections to taxation which would have been open to the solicitors if the 
agreement had not been made. There was no allegation of specific 
overcharges in the bills, or of any special circumstances which could deprive 
solicitors of that protection from taxation which was given when a bill 
had been om more than a year. His lordship could see no reason why 
the bills should be taxed as against the solicitors, and he thought that by 
the agreement the parties had precluded themselves from having the bills 
moderated as against the trustee. The summons must be dismissed.— 
CounsgL, Everitt, Q.C., and Dauney ; Higgins, Q.C., and Smart ; Swinfen 
Bady. Soxicrrors, Clarke, Woodcock, § Ryland ; James & James. 


Inve A SOLICITOR, Ez parte BLONDIN—Q. B. D., 26th November. 


In this case the applicant moved that the solicitor should be struck off 
the rolls, or dealt with in such other way as the court might direct, under 
the fo circumstances. The sum of £110 being due to Mr. Blondin, 
he instructed the solicitor to take action for its recovery. The solicitor 
eventually, on June 19 of the present year, brought about a compromise, 
by which it was agreed that Mr. Blondin should take £72 10s. in full 
satisfaction of his claim. On July 2, the solicitor promised to send his 
client a remittance for the moneys 80 due to him, and, on August 11, did 
send a cheque for £64 13s. 1d., as representing the amount which he had 

to accept, less the solicitor’s charges in the matter. This cheque 
was dishonoured, and, on August 29, another cheque was sent for the same 
amount, and with the same result. Another solicitor was then directed 
by Blondin to take proceedings to recover the money, and, on October 26, 
notice of the motion was served on the solicitor and the Incorporated 
Law Society. The money was deposited with the client’s new solicitor 
after receipt of the notice of motion. The Incorporated Law Society did 
not appear in the matter. 

Brown, for Mr. Blondin, said that, as the money had been paid, his client 
did not desire to prosecute the matter. 

Murray, for the solicitor, urged that this was no fraud, but simply non- 
payment of moneys, owing to temporary financial embarrassment, and 
that the Incorporated Law Society had not taken up the case. 

Hvuppizstox, B.—The circumstances of this case have been fully con- 
sidered, and we do not think that we are justified, when such a charge has 
been made, in acceding tothe arrangement come to between the parties or 
their tatives. We find that an officer of the court has misconducted 

in a manner that amounts almost to a criminal offence. He did 
not indeed deny that he had received the money, but gave a cheque for it 
when he had no assets. We must take care that money which finds ite 





way into the hands of solicitors for'their clients should be promptly ix. 
over. This solicitor received money in the course of his duty, which he 


kept in his ion for some months, giving cheques for it which were 
Gincued eae there was an apglicnion made to this court. We do 
not sit here for the purpose of collecting debts, and we must treat this as 
a case of grave misconduct, although the money has been paid over. It is 
suggested that the Incorporated Law Society has not taken any notice of 
this application. We know the very great service that institution 
has conferred on the profession, but I dissent from the proposition that, 
because the Incorporated Law Society does not interfere, therefore we 
should not do so either. The adviser to the society probably thought that 
the court could deal with this case, as it is avery simple one, without any 
further assistance. The solicitor should be suspended from practice for 
three months. 

Cave, J., was of the same opinion. 

Wu1s, J., agreed, and added that he had had ¢ experience as adviser 
to the society, and often had had to decide whether it was necessary that 
any interference on their part was necessary, butthat all that was meant by 
non-interference on their part was that there was no chance of there being 
a failure of public justice. 

Solicitor for applicant, Levy. 


In re A SOLICITOR, Ex parte THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY 
—Q. B. D., 26th November. 


In this case it appeared that there was a conviction standing against 
the solicitor, and the society moved on that ground that he should be 
struck off the rolls. The conviction was for obtaining certain 
postal orders with intent to defraud, but the judge, the learned recorder 
of the City of London, expressed dissatisfaction with the verdict of the 
jury, passed no sentence, but released the prisoner on his own recog- 
nizances to come up for judgment when called upon. 

Ashton Cross, and Manuel, for the solicitor. 

Hollams, for the Incorporated Law Society, stated that application had 
been made to the Home Bifice for a pardon, but had been refused. 

Hupp.eston, B.—We must deal with the facts before us. The Home 
Office take the utmost care and exercise the greatest caution and diligence 
in investigating every case that comes before the department. It is indeed 
very satisfactory to those who have to administer justice in this country to 
see the manner in which the officials at the Home Office carry out their 
duties. Not only is application made to the judges who have tried the 
case, but evidence is frequently taken before officers of the department 
and counsel heard. I remember acase of a mancalled Tormer, who 
had been tried for an offence at Abingdon. Application was made for a 
pardon to the Home Office, and Mr. Walpole, then Home Secretary, 
obtained the assistance of certain other gentlemen in the House of 
Commons. The matter was thoroughly investigated, and I was heard at 
considerable length in the prisoner’s defence. Nevertheless, though this 
case has been before the Home Office and been dealt with there, I think 
we must not neglect our duty. The matter must be referred to the master 
to inquire intc the circumstances of the case, and to obtain the opinion of 
the learned recorder. As long as a conviction stands we ought in ordinary 
cases to strike the offender off the roll, but there may e special cir- 
cumstances, as there are here, which necessitate a departure from that 


practice. 
Solicitor for the Incorporated Law Society, Williamson. 








SOCIETIES. 


LIVERPOOL INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The adjourned annual meeting of the Incorporated Law Society of 
Liverpool was held on the 18th ult. Mr. Gray Hit, president, occupied 
the chair. The report of the committee, which showed a small increase of 
meme and described the work done during the year, was taken as 
read, 

The Present, in moving the adoption of the report, said:—I do not 
peapene to say anything upon the enactments which it mevtions as having 

nm added to the Statute-book during the past session of Parliament, 
which are indeed of comparatively minor importance to the profession, 
and I will only refer to two Bills, which were brought forward, but failed, 
owing to the pressure of other business, to reach a second reading. 


Tue Provincrat Sittings Bri. 


The Provincial Sittings Bill is a measure which has attracted much 
attention in Lancashire, and has been supported by the great mercantile 
interest in that county. It has been for several sessions before Parlia- 
ment, and has been twice read a second time in the House of Commons 
in spite of Government opposition. If we look at the population of 
Lancashire and of its borders, and especially of Liverpool and Manchester, 
and the towns and districts lying in the immediate neighbourhood of 
those cities, at the number and importance of the causes which arise 
amongst that great population, and at the moderate nature of the demand 
which on behalf of the locality is made upon the judicial system of the 
country, it appears strange that the measure has not yet become law. I 
think, however, that the time is not far distant when the support of Par- 
liment will force ite tance on whatever Government may be in power. 
The objections made to it <7 their own refutation on the face of them. 
We are told that judges would not like to reside in country towns, and 
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that the measure, by tending to localize in Lancashire a portion of the bar’ 
would lessen the unity and efficiency of thatim tbody. No doubt it will 
be found when that measure becomes law that the judges will cheerfully 
do the duty which Parliament casts upon them. And any one who takes 
the trouble of reading the Bill (which most of its critics would appear to 
have ney oy a work of supererogation) will find that it does not make it 
wry hewehe particular judge to spend more than a few weeks at a time 
in that ed district in which we all have to support life. It is, I think, 
equally clear that the bar, as a whole, will not only lose nothing, but, on 
the contrary, will gain much by permitting a larger portion of its mem- 
bers to make a special study of Lancashire business in Lancashire. It is 
interesting to observe that the majority of the Liverpool bar appear to 
come to the same conclusion as the society upon this subject, as they 
have petitioned in favour of the Bill. I say I believe the time is near at 
hand; but it is to be regretted that a measure which is so obviously just 
and reasonable should not have been gracefully conceded to a request 
made upon fair and clear explanation, and that it should have been 
delayed until the demand, being supported by a greatly increased num- 
ber of Lancashire representatives Parliament, can no longer be con- 
veniently refused. Ido not pretend that this measure is required for the 
whole, or for any large part of the country. It is only wanted for a very 
few great business centres. If we solicitors of Liverpool have learnt one 
lesson thoroughly from our mercantile clients, it is that litigation should be 
quickly brought to a Fearn and that that is the best which, in the 
words of F , ‘makes not a Trojan siege of a suit, but seeks to bring it 
to a set battle in a speedy trial.”” I am not without hopes that ina few 
years we shall be able in Liverpool and Manchester to get to a trial in 
very many cases in about as long after the dispute arises as it takes a fast 
Atlantic steamer to make a voyage from this port to New York and back. 
There is no good reason why in o cases this should not be practic- 
able, provided that there is a court always sitting in Lancashire. 


Tue Brit ror THE Rewer or TRUSTEES. 


The Bill for the Relief of Trustees, brought in by Messrs. Ince and 
Whitley during the last session of the late Parliament, isa very important 
measure, and it is earnestly to be hoped, on behalf of that unfortunate 
class of persons who without remuneration undertake a most thankless 
office, that the first session of the new Parliament will place it on the 
Statute-book. The broad rule as to the liability of trustees, which the 
courts say they have laid down, is that, if a trustee observes the terms of 
his trust and acts with good faith and with reasonable care, he is not to be 
liable for the loss of the trust fund. That rule is in accordance with 
common sense and common ideas of justice. By the belief that it really 
exists a trustee is ensnared into the acceptance of his office. When, 
however, notwithstanding his observance of the terms of his trust, not- 
withstanding his good faith, and notwithstanding his reasonable care, the 
whole or a part of the trust fund is lost, he learns too late that the 
chancery judges have sought out many inventions; that have put glosses 
of their own upon this plain text; that they have read into the terms 
of the trust words of liability which are not written there, and rule out of 
them whole paragraphs of comfortable indemnifying language upon 
which the r victim—good, easy man—had innocently replied. It is 
true that the tendency of the chancery mind seems now to be more 
favourable to trustees than it was, but it is still far too unfavourable. 
This Bill will do much to fill up certain of the pitfalls which former, if not 
present, — have dug for the trustee. But is not a wider remedy 
desirable ? Should not the defendant have the statutory right of requiring 
thatactions relating to alleged negligence on hispart, although called by the 
name of breach of trust, should betried bya jury ? The question is generally 
whether he has used reasonable care. If a jury of business men have 
to decide this question, they will consider whether the trustee has acted 
gy by cmc “1 under — a this ay be 

is only when the trustee ha; s to ac ju that 

it is fair to inquire whether he eotill tare taken all teen cubase and 
laborious precautions which no one but a chancery judge would ever 
think of taking. To test what is done by the standard of reasonable care 
which is set up by an extremely acute and suspicious mind, trained to 
great skill in picking holes in the conduct of trustees, and nurtured on 
the recorded opinions of other minds as acute, suspicious, and skilful, is 
extremely unjust, and has resulted in decisions some of which (with the 
utmost respect be it said) — little less than shocking to — of 
plain and common understanding, and others of which a red ttle less 
than childish to those who know how the daily business of life is and must 
be conducted. Such decisions only serve to “entangle justice in her net 
of law,’’ and to puzzle or deceive those who are taught by the general 
course of English legal proceedingsto expect no portion of the administration 
of what is called equity can be contrary to what is naturally right. Does 
not justice also require that some limit of time should be applied as a bar 
to suits for breach of trust arising out of alleged negligence? [Upon this 
—_ he referred to the case of Brittlebank v. Goodwin (L. R. 5 Eq. 
), which is not at all of an unknown character.] He proceeded: Would 
any prudent person accept the office of trustee if he clearly understood 
beforehand that neither time nor death creates a bar to a claim for a 
breach of trust ; and that when he was not alive to meet the charge the 
roperty, which, with painful efforts, he had drawn together, and had 
eft behind him for the support and comfort of his wife and family, might 
be swept away by those, or the descendants of those, at whose request he 
had kindly undertaken this disastrous responsibility? Any sensible and 
honest man who had not been fed from his youth up upon what chancery 
lawyers are pleased to call ‘‘ equitable doctrines,’’ would at once say that 
such a d on as that in Brittlebank v. Goodwin is a es to any 
legal system, and it is time that the attention of sensible and honest men 





should be called to the state of the law upon this subject, which has been 
left too long to be moulded by lawyers. 


Lanp TRansFEr. 


Questions relating to land transfer were so well and so fully discussed 
at the recent meeting in Liverpool of the Incorporated Law Society of the 
United Kingdom that I will here only express the belief that, while the 
profession in this city will give no assistance in the pursuit of a chimera, 
they will avail themselves to the full of the recent enactments which have 
done so much towards the removal of un complications and diffi- 
culties in dealing with land ; and also that ay will give their most careful 
consideration to any well-considered scheme for further improvements in 
this direction which may be brought forward, and do their best, through 
this society, to help in making any such scheme workable. Whatever of 
useless and cumbrous can be removed from the theory and practice of 
conveyancing, the solicitors of Liverpool will willingly assist in remitting 
to that limbo to which the ‘‘ quiddits,’’ the “‘ quillets,’’ the “‘ cases,”” the 
‘*tenures,’”’ and what Shakspeare rightly or wrongly calls ‘‘ the tricks’’ of 
a former generation of lawyers have happily departed. I have now to call 
your attention to the scheme for the sale of real property, with 
the name of Mr. Nicholson, which was started d the present year 
under the auspices of this society, and is now on under the 
management of the Law Sales Society (Limited). It is, I think, unfortunate 
that this scheme has not been better ons by the profession. I am 
aware that, —_* the depression in the value of real property, sales 
have fallen off number, but this circumstance does not account fully 
for the comparative neglect of the scheme in question. The matter is in 
your hands, gentlemen. Mr. Nicholson spent much valuable time, labour, 
and skill in preparing the plan which he recommended. The members of 
the society, after considering it on several occasions, pressed its acceptance 
on'the committee, and the committee, with Mr. Nicholson’s continued 
assistance, spent much time in working out and elaborating it. I believe 
that the — is a very one, that its general adoption would 
save much expense and venience, and would tend, by bringing 
together a large assembly of bu: to improve the chances of selling, 
to raise the prices obtainable. But unless it is more generally adopted, the 
scheme cannot be satisfactorily worked. Whether it is that the trouble re- 
quired to master the new arrangement—which, after all, is extremely 
simple-is thought to be too great; whether the little crotchets of con- 
veyancers—who, we must admit, in strict confidence amongst ourselves, 
sometimes entertain littlé crotchets unawares—have stood in the way; or 
whether it is only a little apathy which is at the bottom of the matter I 
cannot tell. But I commend the scheme to your careful consideration, 
and hope that you will give it a fair trial in the coming year. 

After referring to the Li 1 Law Students’ Association, the Presi- 
dent alluded to the advantages offered by 


Tue Lrverroot Incorroratep Law Socrerty. 


He said:—I regret to state that there are about one hundred and 
fifty solicitors in Liverpool and Birkenhead who do not belong to 
it. Of these some are in practice on their own account. Of the 
remainder many are indifferent, a very few appear to be even hostile 
to the society, but probably most have not — us because they 
have not sufficiently considered this question. To meet the case of the 
young practitioners, to whom expenditure, however small, is a 
matter of importance, we are now, I hope, about to reduce the subscription 
for the first two years following wtaaben to half the usual amount. I 
trust we shall have an ee of oe from on coe Ay = 
it as a matter of great importance e young soli ould joi 
us. They will give us the benefit of their oT in exchange for the 
benefit of our experience, and they will learn to take an interest in the 
work of the society, which I trust they will always retain. I sometimes 
hear it asked, ‘‘ What is the good of the Liverpool Law Society ?’’ Those 
who ask such questions must have short memories. Beyond a reference to the 
important provision made in our extensive and valuable library, the best 
answer is a reference to the of what the has done. I do not 
hesitate to say that in my time in Li 1 alone (I have been in practice 
here over twenty-one years) this society been instrumental in 
bringing about an amount of improvement in the law, which is onl 
forgotten because the inconvenience and anomalies, and the injustice an 
the useless expense which inconvenience and anomalies always bring with 
them, having passed away, are also forgotten. The influence of this 
society in bringing about the simplification, and so far as it has gene the 
localization, of the administration of justice, has been very great. The 
share which it had in the reform made in consequence of the reports of 
the Judicature Commission was no inconsiderable one. It was chiefly to 


assizes in Liverpool. And, 

chiefly indebted for the de 
Lancaster, and of the pene Bey County Palatine, and for the es- 
tablishment of the Liverpool Registries of those courts and 
of the Admiralty Court, institutions which in their time led the way to 
the establishment of district registries under the High Court 
of Justice throughout the country. To this society and to another 
member of the committee acting on its behalf—I refer to our friend Mr. 
Harvey—we chiefly owe the establishment of a fair and business-like 
system of solicitors’ charges in conveyancing, which avoids endless 
disputes and all temptation on the of the professional man to 
indulge in that ity which used to be the curse of } documents. 
It is this which, in concurrence with that of Manchester, 
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of this society, an ex-president—I refer to Mr. Whitley—that we are so 
much indebted for great exertions on behalf of that measure. There 
is not an important Bill affecting the relations of daily life which does not 
receive careful consideration from the committee, whose experience 
often enables them to be of great service in suggesting amendments and 
improvements. What part of all this benefit could have been obtained 
without the union of the profession within the society? And yet how 
slow has been the growth of the temper and disposition on the part of 
practitioners which has induced them to avail themselves of that union to the 
extent which they now do. How long will it be before they avail them- 
selves of it to the utmost? How many are there now in this, the fifty- 
eighth year of the society’s existence, who fail fully to see the advantage 
of working heartily with their fellows, and who are still in the bondage 
of that feeling of separatism which, however unhappily inevitable it may 
be in religion and politics, is singularly inappropriate to those who are 
engaged in the same profession, and who have common difficulties to 
contend with and a common experience by the aid of which to conquer 
those difficulties. I trust that the future will see a still closer union 
amongst us, so that we may be enabled to put forth our fullest strength 
in efforts to raise the standard of professional education and acquirement, 
to uphold honourable practice, and todo what we can to further that 
improvement in the enactment and administration of the laws which 
all of us should have at heart. Finally, I would strongly urge all those 
members of our society who do not already belong to the Incorporated 
Law Society of the United Kingdom to join that body, and I beg to 
say that I shall have great pleasure in proposing or seconding the nomin- 
ation of any such gentlemen. The power of the chief society for good 
will be increased in proportion as it more fully represents the profession. 
I now beg formally to move:—‘‘That the report of the committee, 
together with the treasurer’s accounts, be received and adopted, and 
that o same be printed and circulated amongst the members of the 
society.” 

Mr. Bettrmcrr seconded the motion. 

Mr. ForsHaw moved as an amendment’: —‘‘ That the report be referred 
back to the committee for an addition giving full information relating to 
the subjects entered on the debit side of the cash account as ‘R. B. 
Moore’s costs, £395 5s. 2d.; and Messrs. Stone, Fletcher, & Hull, on 
account of costs (£675), re R. B. Moore, £500.’ ” 

Mr. Erry seconded the amendment. 

The Presrpent said, in explanation :—With regard to the case referred 
to [see 29 Soxicrrors’ Jovrnat, 50, 68], it is only natural and right that an 
explanation should be asked for. ere are obvious reasons why the 
matter is not dealt with fully in the report. The committee are bound to 
accept, and do accept, fully the decision of the court, exonerating the gentle- 
man against whom the charge of misconduct was made. But, as the matter 
was presented to the committee and deposed to on oath by the persons inter- 
ested, so strong a primd facie case was made that it would have been a 
dereliction of duty on behalf of the committee of 1883, before whom the 
matter first came, if nothing had been done. The papers were laid by 
that committee before the Council of the Themnpannted | Law Society of the 
United Kingdom, who took the opinion of their counsel—Mr. (now Mr. 
Justice) Wills. That opinion I cannot read in full, as it would be 
unfair to the gentleman concerned if I did so, the opinion being based 
upon a statement on one side of the case only, which has, in the opinion 
of the court, not been supported by the evidence. Nor can I read a 
portion of it only, as that would unfair to the committee. This 
opinion was communicated to the committee. They considered the 
matter very carefully, and the conclusion they came to was embodied in a 
resolution passed by them on the 30th of May, 1883, and communicated 
to the council of the chief society. That council declining to proceed 
further, the committee again carefully considered the matter, and 
decided to initiate the proceedings to be conducted under the advice of 
counsel. This step may or may not have been an error in judgment on 
their part. Having regard to the fact that the charge was disproved, the 
committee much regret that the proceedings were instituted. They also 
regret the attendant expense which has fallen on the society. But I can 
assure the society, if it requires that assurance, that the committee were 
most sincerely and anxiously desirous to pursue the right and proper 
course. A charge was brought forward which, after the best prelimina 
investigation which they could make, appeared to be well founded. 
The committee, I need scarcely say, were not actuated by any 
private feeling. They only did what they thought was their duty to the 
profession and the public. It was im ble for them to foresee that the 
evidence upon which they relied would, in the opinion of the court, break 
down, nor could they tell that the proceedings would turn out to be so 
long and so costly as they proved to White it is important that unjust 
charges should not be made, I think all will agree that there is no more 
important duty of this society than the uprooting from the profession 
men who have proved themselves by their dishonourable conduct as unfit 
to belong to it. In this case a was made as to the real facts of 
the case, but it was, I believe, a mistake which could not have been 
avoided by any reasonable exercise of skill and diligence on the part of 
the committee. It is right that I should add that the society are much 
indebted to their solicitors, Messrs. Stone, Fletcher, & Hull, for their great 
liberality in making a very eubstantial reduction in their charges relating 
to this case. 1 wish to add the expression of my that it would be 
most desirable that er should be given to the pn ge Law 
Society of the United Kingdom to deal with all cases of alleged pro- 
fessional misconduct, subject only to an appeal to the court. believe 
that the conferring of such a power upon the representative body of the 
whole exsion would y tend to avoid the delay, the expense, and 
generally that which uneatista in the mode now adopted of 


The amendment was pressed to a vote and lost, only the mover and 
seconder voting for it, and the o al motion was carried. 

The commi was then elected, and the meeting closed with a vote of 
thanks to the chairman. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


The usual weekly meeting was held at the Law Institution, a 
lane, on Tuesday, the Ist inst., Mr. W. Van Summer in the chair. e 
question for debate was ‘‘ That the case of Patman v. Harland (17 Oh. D, 
353) was wrongly decided.” The affirmative was supported by Messrs, 
J. W. Blagg and A. H. Williams, and the negative by Mesers. Bernard, 
Hill, Douglas, Crawford, Cautley, Windus, Riddell, Dodd, Todd, and 
Austin. On a vote being taken the meeting was unanimously of opinion 
that the decision was right. 








LORD COLERIDGE ON SEVERE 
SENTENCES. 


Lorp Coteniper presided at a supper given by the St, Giles’ Mission to 
discharged pag amy on Tuesday evening. After supper he said that he did 
not know why he had been asked to preside, except it was that, like some 
of those whom he addressed, he was a much abused man. It might, 
however, be because he was at the head of the criminal administration of 
the country and of the Court of Criminal Appeal. If in his judicial 
capacity he was made familiar with the extent and variety of crime, he 
was also made acquainted with the unbending pertinacity and the infinite 
variety of the temptations which produced crime. He could not but often 
feel that he was obliged to punish men for being what society made 
them. There were few things more frequently borne in upon a judge’s 
mind than the little good he could do the criminal by the sentence 
which he imposed. Those sentences often did nothing but unmixed harm, 
though he was sure that, throughout the country, the greatest pains had 
been taken to make our prisons as useful as possible in the way of being 
reformatories. But as a matter of fact they were not so, though they 
were better than they used to be. On the present occasion he desired 
particularly to insist upon two points, First, in his judgment, there 
should be a much greater leniency in the scale of our punishments. He 
had thought a good deal about the question, and had come to the conclu- 
sion that the lengthened periods of imprisonment imposed by our law 
were productive of almost unmixed evil. The practice imposed on the 
judges by more than one Act of Parliament, of sentencing to long terms 
of imprisonment persons convicted of trivial but repeated offences, 
deserved thorough condemnation. Petty offences, even thongh often 
repeated, remained petty offences still. He had often had men brought 
before him a great part of whose lives had been passed year after year in 
terms of imprisonment for what were really only trifling matters—offences 
which, in the scale of dignity of crime, hardly reached the height of petty 
larceny. There should always be some degree of moral proportion 
between the crime punished and the punishment inflicted. Unless 
that were so the punishment was apt to strike the public and 
the sufferer with a strong sense of injustice, which was productive 
of much evil. The time had come for a general revision of our system 
in this respect. Secondly, he wished to see an extension of the system 
which was carried out by this society—a system of ey ry ——— on 
their discharge. Without such help what was a man to do? His character 
was gone and his power for work seriously diminished. His chance of 
work in times when it was hard for the honest and industrious to obtain 
employment was still more seriously rer Society must doubtless 
punish; but it was no less its duty to afford those whom it punished an 
opportunity of leading a better life. The great problem was to overcome 
the difficulties which lay in the way of achieving this result. One of the 
most interesting recollections of his life was his visit when he was in New 
York to two institutions which had been founded in two of the islands 
which lay in the harbour of that great city by the State of New York. 
One was a penitentiary and the other a reformatory, and they were so 
placed as to be absolutely out of contact with the city itself. There were 
in one of these buildings some 1,600 or 1,700 boys and girls who had 
been convicted of trivial offences. They were sent there, not as criminals, 
but to be trained to useful work in life. He ascertained that no stigma 
attached to any one for having been in the institution. There was a story, 
for the truth of which he would not but for the possibility of which he 
could vouch, of a young married couple who visited this institution, and, 
after giving each of them a handsome contribution teits funds, confessed 
to each other that they had each of them been inmates of the institution. 
That was a model for our imitation, though we had nowhere in this 
country such admirable means for ite realization. He would conclude 
with two observations—first, that it was not impossible to arouse even in 
the most hardened criminals some sense of religion; that even in the 
worst the example of our Lord and His Oross was able to touch the heart 
and rouse the conscience. His second remark was that the conscience of 
the people should be stirred to do what it could for ite criminals. We 
wanted some worthy successor of that great man, Lord Shaftesbury, whose 
loss was lamented by all classes of ,» anda of whose noble labours 





-eferring such investigation to the masters of the court. 





society, 
was being so ad bly carried out by Mr. Hatton and Mr, Wheatley, 
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He would, therefore, earnestly impress upon all the absolute necessity of | 
doing what they could to promote the noble cause in whose behalf they 
were assembled. 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Sir Henry Cuartes Lopzs, one of the judges of the Queen’s Bench 
Division, who has been appointed a Judge of the Court of Appeal, on 
the resignation of Sir Richard Baggallay, is the third son of the late Sir 
Ralph Massey Lopes, Bart. He was born in 1828, and he was educated at 
Winchester and at Balliol College, Oxford. He was called to the bar at 
the Inner Temple in Easter Term, 1852, and he formerly practised on 
the Western Circuit. He was M.P. for Launceston in the Conservative 
interest from 1868 till 1874, and for Frome from 1874 till 1876. He 
became a Queen’s Counsel in 1869, and he was recorder of the city of 
Exeter from 1867 till 1876, when he was appointed a judge of the High 
Court, and he shortly afterwards received the honour of knighthood. 


Sir Junttan Pauncerorz, K.C.M.G., Permanent Under-Secretary of 
State for Foreign Affairs, who has been created a Knight Grand Cross of 
the Order of St. Michael and St. George, is the second son of Mr. Robert 
Pauncefote, of Preston Court, Gloucestershire. He was born in 1828, and 
he was educated at Trinity College, Dublin. He was called to the bar at 
the Inner Temple in Easter Term, 1852, and he was formerly a member 
of the South-Eastern Circuit. He was Attorney-General of Hong Kong 
from 1865 till 1869, and he twice acted as Chief Justice of that colony. 
He was appointed Chief Justice of the Leeward Islands in 1873, 
and he became an Assistant Under-Secretary of State for the Colo- 
nies in the following year. He was appointed Legal Assistant Under- 
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs in 1876, and Permanent Under- 
Secretary in 1882. He received the honour of knighthood in 1874, and 
in 1880 he was created a Civil Companion of the Order of the Bath and a 
Knight Companion of the Order of St. Michael and St. George. 


Mr. Gzorce Horace Davin Cuttron, solicitor (of the firm of Chilton & 
Green Armytage), of Bristol, has been appointed Under-Sheriff of that 
city for the ensuing year. Mr. Chilton was admitted a solicitor in 1863. 


Mr. Joun Gerrarp, Q.C., has been appointed Law Adviser to the Lord 
Lieutenant of Ireland. 


Mr. Gzorcz Braxton Atpripeg, solicitor and no (of the firm of 
Aldridge & Aldridge), of Poole, has been appointed Under-Sheriff of the 
Town and County of the Town of Poole for the ensuing year. Mr. 
Aldridge is coroner and clerk of the peace for Poole. He was admitted a 
solicitor in 1861. 


Mr. Joun Mrrcuett Miroxett, solicitor, of 110, Cheapside, has been 
eee a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of 
the Province of Ontario, in the Dominion of Canada. 


Mr. Joun Henry Jonzs, solicitor and no (of the firm of Jones & 
Blakeway), of Gloucester, has been appointed Under-Sheriff of that city 
for the ensuing year. Mr. Jones was admitted a solicitor in 1874, 


Mr. Ernest Epcar Bonz, solicitor, of Alfreton, has been eeeset a 
Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Warren Samvet James, solicitor, of 18, King’s Arms-yard, and of 
Hanwell, has been appointed Clerk to the Hanwell Local Bossa. Mr. 
James was admitted a solicitor in 1875. 


Mr. Russetx Coors, solicitor, of 8, New-inn, Strand, has been appointed 
by the Lieutenant-Governor of the Province of Quebec, in Canada, a 
Commissioner for receiving Affidavits for use in that Province. Mr. 
Cooke has also been appointed by the Lieutenant-Governor of the 
Province of Ontario a Commissioner for administering Oaths in the 
County of Middlesex for the purpose of proceedings in that Province. 





DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS, &c. 


Tomas Stsmey and Gzorce Herserr Stsmey, solicitors, 11, Serjeant’s- 
inn, Fleet-street, London (Sismey & Sismey). September 29. The 
business will in future be carried on at the same address by the said George 
Herbert Sismey, in co-partnership with Thomas Boulton Sismey, under 
the said style of Sismey & Sismey. [ Gazette, Nov. 27.] 











It is stated that during the York Assizes, which lasted twenty-three 
days, no fewer than twenty-seven prisoners were charged with cases of an 
indecent character. Most of the charges were under the Criminal Law 
Amendment Act. Twenty-two of the accused were either found guilty 
or pleaded guilty, and sentenced to various terms of imprisonment or 
penal servitude, the heaviest sentence passed being that of ten years’ 
penal servitude, 


_ Last week Mr. Justice Field stated that he wished it tv bemade known that 
in future he would like junior counsel while conducting cases before him to 
sit within the bar—i.e., in the row intended for Queen’s Counsel only. His 
lordship said it had always been done so in the Old Bail Court at West- 
minster, so why not in the new courts, where there was such an echo that 
it was difficult to hear counsel addressing him from the back rows. His 





lordship at once acted upon his notice and called counsel who were con- 
ducting @ case at the time within the bar. fae 


NEW LEGAL M.P.’S. 


Memnens whose names are printed in italics were members of the House of 
Commons at the date of the dissolution. 


ENGLAND AND WALES. 
BaRRISTERS. 


Barrersea, Clapham—John Fletcher Moulton, Q.0. L 
BEpFORDSHIRE, th—Cyril Flower. L 
Berxsuree, East—William George Mount. C 
CamBERWELL, Dulwich—John Morgan Howard, Q.C. C 
99 Peckham—Arthur Anthony Baumann. C 
CampripGEsHtre, West—Charles Hall, Q.C. © 
Cuesurre, Altrincham—John Brooks. C 
” Crewe—George William Latham. L 
Cornwatt, Launceston—Charles Thomas Dyke Acland. L 
oe South-East—Leonard Henry Courtney. L 
Denzich—Hon. George Thomas Kenyon. 
Devonsuree, Honiton—Sir John Henry Kennaway, Bart. Cc 
. Dudley—Henry Brinsley Sheridan. L 
Essex, Harwich—James Round. C 
Frxszvury, Clerkenwell—Howard Spensley. L 
Harirax—Right Hon. James Stansfeld. L 
Hampsuire, North—Right Hon. George Sclater Booth. C 
” Isle of Wight—Sir Richard Everard Webster, Q.C. C 
Hampstean—Right Hon. Sir Henry Thurstan Holland, Bart. C 
Hastincs—Sir Thomas Brassey, K.C.B. L 
Istincton, East—Henry Bret Ince, Q.C. L 
Kenstnoton—Sir Roper Lethbridge, C.LE. C 
Kent, Faversham—Herbert Thomas Knatchbull Hugessen. C 
Tunbridge—Robert Norton. 
Lancasurre, Newton—Sir Richard Asheton Cross, G.C.B. C 
Lincotnsurez, Louth—Francis Otter. L 
” Stamford—John Compton Lawrance,Q.C. OC 
NewcastLE-uron-Tyne—John Morley. Le 
Newrneton, West—Charles Wallwynn Radcliffe Cooke. C 
Norrotx, North—Herbert Cozens-Hardy, Q.C. L 
Norrmncuam, East—Arnold Morley. 
Premproxe—Henry George Allen, Q.C. L 
Sr. Hetens—Henry Seton-Karr. C 
Suropsuire, West—Stanley Leighton. C 
Somersetsnirg, East—Henry Hobhouse. L 
Sovrnwarx, West—Arthur Cohen, Q.C. L 
Srarrorpssire, Leek—Charles Crompton, Q.C. L 
Surroix, Stowmarket—Felix Thornley Cobbold. L 
Towzr Hamers, Bow—William Snowdon Robson. L _ 
WurrEnaven—Right Hon. George Augustus Cavendish Bentinck. C 
Yorxsurre, East Riding, Howdenshire—Arthur Duncombe. C 
West Riding, Doncaster—Walter = Shirley. L 





els Morley—Charles George Gaskell. L 
” - Desndag~Oomstaay Stanhope Kenny. L 
Soxrcrrors. 


Carnarvonsumre, South—John Roberts. L 
Sussex, North—George Burrow Gregory. © 
Wootwicn—Edwin Hughes. C 


SCOTLAND. 

BARRISTERS AND ADVOCATES. 
BursesnrreE—James Patrick Bannerman Robertson. 
Happrxcronsuire—Richard Burdon Haldane. L 
Inverness—Robert Bannatyne Finlay, Q.C. L 
Kirxcatpy—Sir George Campbell. L 
KrirkcupBRIGHTSHIRE—Mark John Stewart. C 
LanarxsHIre, North-East—Donald Crawford. L 
Monrtrose—John Shiress Will, Q.C. L : 
RoxsurcusHirE—Hon, Arthur Ralph Douglas Elliott, L 


TRELAND. 
BakristTErRs. 
Antrim, North—Edward Maenaghten, Q.0. C 
Betrast, South—William Johnston. C 
Krxes County, Birr—Bernard Charles Molloy. HR 
Sorcrrors. 
Donrcat, North—James Edward O’Doherty. H R 
LonponpEerry—Charles Edward Lewis. C 





OBITUARY. 


MR. GEORGE DE COURCY PEELE. 


Mr. George De Courcy Peele, solicitor (of the firm of Peele & Peele), of 
Shrewsbury, committed suicide, on the 15th inst., by shooting himself witha 
istol, while in a state of temporary insanity. Mr. was the son of Mr, 
oshua John Peele, solicitor, town clerk of Shrewsbury. He was 
educated at Shrewsbury School, and was admitted a solicitor in 1859, 
having served his articles with his father. He was a perpetual commis- 
sioner for Shropshire, and he had a extensive practice, at the 
date of his d associated in partnership with his younger » Mr. 
Edward Cresswell Peele, who is town of Shrewsbury and county 
treasurer, He was for several years deputy clerk of the peace for 
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Shropshire, and in 1873 he was appointed by the late Viscount Hill to the 
office of clerk of the for the county. He was also clerk to the 
lieutenancy for Shro: , and to the visiting justices of the County 
Lunatic Asylum, bailiff and treasurer of the Shrewsbury Grammar School, 
and treasurer to the Company of Drapers at Shrewsbury. Mr. Peele 
was buried on the 18th inst. 





Pah Justice Day has been suffering from a severe cold and bronchial 
a 


The Lord Chancellor, under the powers vested in him by the County 
Court Rules, 1875, has "ordered that the offices of the county courts may 
be closed on the 24th, the 26th, and 28th days of December next. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 








Date. —_—— oe > Count V. C. Bacon. a, feat 
Mon., Dec. 7 Mr. Pugh Mr. Jackson Mr. Leach} Mr. Clowes 
Tuesday... 8 — Lavie n Beal Koe 

Beal = Leach — 
arringtor Beal oe 
Jackson Leach Clowes 
Carrington Beal Koe 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Cc ‘ NokTH. PEARSON. 
Mr. Lavie Mr. Farrer Mr. Ward 
Pug! Zz Pemberton 
Lavie Farrer Ward 
Pugh King Pemberton 
Lavie Farrer Ward 
Pugh i Pemberton 
COMPANIES 
WINDING.-OUP NOTICES. 
Jorrt Stock COMPANIES. 
2 CHANCERY. 

ANGLO - RoUMANIA} EaT = Propuce Company, Lunrep.— 
Petition for ‘windin age Ae Nov 2%, directed to be heard before Bacon, 
V.C., on a 5. Gabrici, Lincoln’s inn fields, solicitor f for the petitioner 

LOBSTER AND SALMON FisHInG CoMPANY, LIMITED.—Pearson, J., has by an order, 
dated Nov 5, William Foes Burkinshaw, Kingston upon Hull, to 
be official liqui r 

.—Creditors are required on or before Dec 15, 


erticulars of their debts or claims, to 
Howard Forester Knight, brs, Bish te st Without. Mon- 
pe , Dec 21, at 12, is aoe Bere for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts 


[ Gazette, Nov. 27.] 
ASPHALINE Company, LoarTeD.— Kay, J., has fixed Tuesday, Dec 8 at 12, at his 
chambers, Royal Courts of Justice, for the appointment of an official liqui- 


AvTomaTic Musical Issrrument Company, Luowrrep.—Bacon, V.C., has fixed 
Dec 9 at 12, at his chambers, Royal Courts, for the appointment of an official 


BakavGaH Or REFINING aNy, Limrrep.—Creditors are required, on or 
betore Dec 72, to sen names and addresses, and the illus of their 
debts or claims, to William Slingsby Ogle, 90, Cannon st Tiday, Jan 8 at 12, 
is appointed for hearing 


etition for winding up, pre- 
C., on Saturday, Det 12. 


up, presented 
-C., on Dee 12. and Cu, 


, LIMITED.—By an order made by Bacon, V.C., dated Nov 


ee ee Se of the ae be continued. 
and Co, Lombard st, solicitors for Tetitione ~— 
Cuicxzss Hore ARCADE 


, and t 
Tuesday, Jan 12, at 1, is. appointed for hearing 


a aS debts and claims 
Inport=p Mrat Comparxy, Luoarrep.— By an order made by Bacon, V.C., dated 
ve, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Philpott, Bartholomew 


solicitor for the petitioners 
—" Court, seen for win presented Nov 20, di- 


rected to be heard before Pearson, J., on Dec 12, ba Pond Co, Staple inn, 
solicitors for the 
LascsSHIRE Li«aiTep.—Pearson, J., has fixed 


SPINNING 
pi yi oy 11, at 12, at oe Royal Courts of Justice, for the appoint- 


Panis cnomee Rosx Compasy, Lorren. > Ws J., has by an order, dated 
Oct ®, appointed Edward Thomas Rodney Wilde, 0%, Moorgate st, to be official 


Traxwars Tever Comrany, Looren.—Petition for winding up. presented Nov 
2%, cirected to be oa betore Cty, J., om Saturdsy, Deci2. Webb and Co, 
Guoes Victoria st, solicitors for the petitioners 
' Gasette, Dec, 1.) 
CounTy Fuse OF LABCASTER. 


"Peeetay, Deo “ ) meee Se ComPant, Liarren.— = Fox Bristowe, VS, hae fixed 
’ a an 7 his chambers, 2, Clarence ’ Manchester, the 
[Gasstte, Nov, 27.) 


STANNARIES OF CORNWALL. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


TIN ame CoppER Minss, LiMiTED.—Petition for winding up, 
resented Nov 26, directed to be heard before the Vice-Warden, at the Law 
Tothtation, Chancery = jd Friday, Dec 11. Chilcott and Son, Truro, soli. 
citors for the petitioners 

[ Gazette, Dec. 1.} 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


Ninnis Downs Try Mininc Company.—By an order made by the Vice-Warden, 
dated Nov 22, it was ordered that the com pany be wound wu Hodge and Co, 
T:uro, agents for Highman, St Austell, solicitors for the pet itioners 

[ Gazette, Nov. 27.) 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


MorTALITY ASSOCIATION, Balloon Inn, Balloon st, Manchester. Nov 24 


[ Gazette, Dec. 1,] 








CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


—_———— 


CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP 36. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 


ATKINSON, ELIZABETH, Southport, Lancaster. Jan 5. Cunliffe and Co, Man. 
hester 
ATRELL, F Peter, Tredegar sq, Bowrd, Gent. Dec24. Jennings and Son, Lead. 


BE SOK. Panpesscx Froop, Farnworth within Widnes, Lancaster, Gent. Dec 31, 
Davies and Co. Warrington 

Brck, SakaH, Farnworth within Widnes, Gent. Dec 31. 
rin, 

we ay ALFRED, Warborough, Oxford, Farmer. Jan 1. 
Winchester 


Davies and Co, War- 
Bailey and White, 
BLACKDEN, Mary, Norfolk crescent, Paddington. Jani. Bridges and Co, Red 


Lion 
CHAMBESS, ELIZABETH, Ely, Cambridge. Dec 26. Archer and Son, Ry 
Corse, Joum, Stourbridge, Worcester, Gent. Dec 19. Jewkes, Oldswinford, 


= GEORGE, Briercliffe, near Burnley, Iron Merchant. Dec 26. Wright, 


Pm -., ‘ onN, Withington, near Manchester. Dec 22. Bond and Son, Manchester 
ay JOSEPH, Birkby, near Maryport, Cumberland, Gent. Dec 1. 
ewetson, 


denswick rd, Hammersmith, Oilman. Dec 31. Richardson 
aces, Bennett St, Blackfriars rd, Tailor. Jani. Crosse and Sons, Lan- 


tran 
Ruts, Rothwell, York. Dec29. Tennant and Barret, Leeds 
ForpD, ELLEN, Croydon, Surrey. Dec 3:. Drummonds and Co, Croydon 
GRAHAM, CaTHERINE, Carlisle. Dec 31. Mason and Thom son, Whitehaven 
HaxpinG, RIcHARD, Goldsmith rd, Acton, Gent. Feb 1. Buchanan and Rogers, 


sy : Priory rd, South Lambeth. Jan1. Barnard and Co, Lincoln’s 


JACKSON, JOHN, Welmentiey, nr Bury, Lancaster, Gent. Dec 9. Knowles and 
poeta, Ta N ees 
Kresy, Rr by i Boston st, Marylebone, Dairyman. Dec 31. Somer- 
ville, Lincoln’s sate ten 
LONSDALE, HoRaTIo aman  Comietige villas, Teddington, Gent. Dec 19. 
Nickinson and Co, Chancery 
Moom, , a Dogson, Sen 4, Stratford, of no occupation. Dec 24. Garrett, 
ater Jane 
oO’ ee RoBERT, Chelsea, Barrister at Law. Dec 31. 
ia st 


toria 
PaGe, EMMELINE, Hi epley on m Thames. Jani. Langlois and Biden, Leadenhall st 
Peon JOHN CROOK, Wickham, Kent, Gent. Nov 30. Chester, Shepherd’s Bush 


PEDrEY, Joun, Walsall, Stafford, Curry Comb Maker. Dec 14. Brookes, Walsall 
SULLIVAN, ARTHUR, Princes gdns, Kensington, Contractor, Dec 19. Bolton and 
Co, Teunke gina, ‘Temp le 
WALKER, ha op ‘Arnos grove, Esq. Gellatly and Co, Lombard ct, 
{ Gazette, Nov. 20.) 


| ae SaMUEL, Chadwell, Essex, Farmer. Dec 30. Baddeley, Leadenhall st 
UNDOCE, MARY. Lavender Grove, Dalston. Janii. Walker, Coleman st 

ee pamens, King Lynn, Norfolk. Dec1. Canwarden, Jewin st 

Bursey, Frances ELIZABETH, Lymington, Southampton. Dec 23. Moore and 


Co, L 

BUSH, Standon, Hertford, Hay Dealer. 
croft, Bishop’ 8 Stortford 

CARR, THomas, Ashton upon Mersey, Chester, Gent. Jan9. Makinson and Co, 


Hargrove and Co, Vic- 


Dec 31. 


Dec 31. Baker and Thorney- 


SULLEY, ELIZABETH PATIENCE, Braydestone, Norfolk. 
Gilbert, Norwich 
a ~y WILLIAM, Radnor place, Hyde Park sq. Jan 8. Tweed and Co, Lin- 


Cupar, JaMES, Manchester, Paper Dealer. Dec 18. Grundy and Co, Man- 

Hoses, SARAH, Lymington. Dec 23. More and Co, Lymington 

Hoporyson, Gzoraz, Upper Heley, nr Sheffield, Pen Blade Grinder. Dec 10. 
Vickers and Co, Sheffie! 

WILLIAM, Stockport, Chester, Bank Manager. 

evan, Emma, Weston super Mare. Jan 1. 


ool, Chemist. Dec 20, 


Jan 1. Overbury and 


HOOLEy, Dec. 31, Smith, Stock- 


Neish and Howell, Wat- 


ling st 
Jowns,. Wru11., Liv Quinn and Sons, Liverpool 
NEWBOULD. 


Tuomas, 8 eld, Butcher. Dec13. Wilson, Sheffield 
OLDFIELD, JOHN, Stockport, Chester, peer Dec 31. mith, Stockport 
PEDLAR, Exiza, Li m, Hants. Dec 23. More and Co, Lymington 


PS, ABRAHAM, nnington rd, Fruiterer. Dec 31, 

PLANCHE, JAMES GERRATT, Liverpool, Collector. Dec 26. 
Liverpool 

Prince, Hareretre Grace, Eastbourne, Sussex. Jan 1. Hillman, Lewes 

RusHworts, Savy, B Halfax, Coal on hey Jani, Hill, H 

aeenane JAMES, sane, 5 voeipenem. Farmer. Dec 31, avian Sheffield 
orem Euizapern Anniv St Leonard’s, Sussex. March 1. Bircham and Co, 

. m: 
WILKINS, a Grayvon, 8 een wien, Tottenbam. Dec 21, M ue and 
Moon poate ontag 


YARDLEY, Gnonen, id Gocowe, Deo 19. Vickers and Co, Sheffield 


Waller and Sons, 


Bremner and (o, 





(Ganette, Nov. 2%.) 








85. 


—_—_—_—== 


din, 
th ory 
uro, soli. 


Dee, 1.] 


Warden, 
> and Co, 


DV. 27.) 


dec. 1,] 


», Man. 


Dec 31, 
0, War- 


so, Red 
inford, 
Vright, 


shester 
Dec 1, 


ardson 
, Lan- 


on 
ogers, 


coln’s 
s and 
omer- 
bc 19, 
rrett, 

Vic- 


all st 
Bush 


alsall 
1and 


d ct, 
20.) 


ney- 
1Co, 

and 
Lin- 


fan- 


ck. 
Vat- 
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SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Dec. 8.—Messrs. Rogers, CxapMan, & THomas, at 3, Old Serjeants’-inn, Book- 
eases, &c. (see advertisement, this week, p. 102). 

Dec. 10.—Mr. B. REEVES, at the Mart, at1p.m., Freehold Properties (see 
advertisements, Sar 28, p. 85). 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


ANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Under —_ rig = gid aa 1869. 
JESDAY, Dec. 1 
Palmer, William Henry, Bolton rd, St ’John’s Wood. Nov 27 
BANKRUPTOY AOT, 1883, 
Fray, Nov. 27, 1885. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Agnew, vim. Welshpool, Montgomeryshire, Gunsmith. Newtown. Pet Nov 
2%. Ord Nov 25. Exam Dec 9 ati 
Barnard, J ohn, a Wilts, Fishmonger. Bath. Pet Nov 25. Ord Nov 25. 
Exam Dec 17 a’ 
Bassano, George Henry, and Albert Edward Slater, Derby, Tel ph Instru- 
ment Manufacturers. Derby. Pet Nov 23._ Ord ms Ay Exam 19 
Binks, Edward Webester, Leeds, Broker. Leeds. i Nov 28. Ord Nov 23. 
Exam Dec 1t5at 11 


Brooks, William, Westbromwich, Staffordshire, Horse Dealer. Oldbury. Pet Nov 
23. Ord Nov 23. Exam Dec 18 

Bunney, Ezra, Mountsorrel, Leicestershire, Shopkeeper. Leicester. Pet Nov 24. 
Ord Nov 24. Exam Dec 9 at 10 

Daniel, William, Neath, Glam. Bonteme. Neath. Pet Nov 23. Ord Nov 23. 
Exam Dec 15 at 10.30, at Townhall, N 

Dean, Maria L., Late 81, Charlotte - S Flaroy uarre, Artist. PO ya Court. 
Pet Nov4. Ord Nov 24. Exam Jan 13 at 11, 84, Eqncoia’s ian 

Dovenor, Christopher, Minskip, Yorks, Farmer. ie gy 2 Pet Sept 22. 
Ord Nov 23. Exam Dec 2i at 11.30, at Court house, Northallerton 

—" ne ohn, and Thomas Henry Drayson, Elmstone, Kent, Farmers. Canter- 

11 





t Nov 23. Ord Nov 23. Exam 
Fleet et Arthur, Crewe, Grocer. Nantwich and Crewe. Pet Nov 23. Ord Nov 24. 
Exam Dec 15 at 11, at Nantwich 
Forshaw, William Liverpool, Ont of business. Liverpool. Pet Nov 20. Ord 
ad 23, ae Dec 7 at 11, at Court house, Government bldgs, Victoria st, 
verpoo! 
Griffith, Robert, Covaasven, Draper’s Clerk. Bangor. Pet Nov 25. Ord Nov 25. 
Exam Dec 14 at 12.30 
Hawkins, Charles Wilson, Preston, Lancashire, Cotton Spinner. Preston. Pet 
Nov10. Ord Nov 23. Exam Dec18 
Heap, William Beasley, Dunchurch, nr Rugby, Buiider. Coventry. Pet Nov 23. 
Ord Nov 23. Exam Dec7 
Horatall, Alfred Henry, Leamington, Printer. Coventry. Pet Nov 23. Ord Nov 
93, Exam Dec 7 
Howcroft, John, Burn, nr Selby, Publican. York, Pet Nov 23. Ord Nov 23. 
Exam Dee 11 at 11 at Guildhall, ork 
King, Alfred Thomas, Nottingham, Aerated Water Manufacturer. Nottingham. 
Pet Nov 23. Ord Nov 23 Dec 15 
Law, James Kay, Sowerby Bridge, Yorks, Tailor. Halifax. Pet Nov2i. Ord 
Nov 23. Exam Dec 14 
Lawton, Ben, Huddersfield, Yarn Spinner. Huddersfield. Pet Nov 25. Ord 
Nov 25. Exam Dec 19 at 
Little, Ann, Irthington, Dehetek, Widow. Carlisle. Pet Nov1i. Ord Nov 
Exam Dec 9 at 11 at Court house, Carlisle 
Little, Joseph, Irthington, Cumberland, Farmer. Carlisle. Pet Nov 11. Ord 
Nov 23. Exam Dec 9 at 11.30 at Court house, Carlisl 
Lyon, Reuben, and Walter Lyon, Bristol, Picture Tasmme Dealers. Bristol. Pet 
ov19. Ord Nov 23, Exam Dec 10 at 12 at Guildhall, Bristol 
Mugford, William Henry, Redruth, Cornwall, Fish Dealer. Truro. Pet Nov 21. 
Ord Nov 2t. Exam Dec i7 at 11 
Newby, James Ra eee, Ween, Lancashire, Grocer. Blackburn. Pet Nov 
24. Ord Nov Exam Dec 8 at 11.30 
Timoke, Oliver.” Staple Hill, Gloucestershire, Builder. Bristol. Pet Nov 23. 
Ord Nov 8. Exam Deo 10 at 12 at Guildhall, B 
Seccesne, Builder. Macclesfield. Pet Nov 23. 
Ord Nov 23. prp 


Fuze, mens, Eeneeens, Paper Manufacturer. Bradford. Pet Nov 23. Ord 


Richardson, Thomas Henry, Brasted, Kent, Ironmonger. Tunbridge Wells. Pet 
Novi. Ord Nov 24. Exam Dec 22 
Robinson, Joseph, Leeds, Timber. Merchant. Leeds. Pet Nov 24, Ord Nov 24. 
Exam Dec 16 at 11 
Scholes, Thomas, Stockton on m7 Tea Dealer. Stockton on Tees and Middles- 
borough. Pet Nov 23. Ord Nov 23 
_— James Thomas, 112, Whitechapel rd, Middlesex, Confectioner. h 
Court.’ Pet Nov 24. Ord Nov 24. Exam Jan 19 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Smith, Robert Heirons, Cromer, Norfolk, Grocer. Norwich. Pet Nov 2t. Ord 
Nov 24. — Dec 16 at 12 at Shirehall, Norwich Castle 
Smithson, Ge » Johnson, Horsforth, nS a Commission Agent. Leeds. Pet 
Nov 23. Ord. ov 23. Exam Dec 15 atl 
Starkey, Jesse, Stoke Goldin 4 ht Manure Manufacturer. Leicester. 
Pet Nov 23. Ord Nov 23. ‘xam Dec 9 at 10 
Taylor, Richad William wi ewouatee, Accountant. Worcester. Pet Nov 24. Ord 
ov 24, Exam Dec 8 at 11 
Themes, unas, Owen Lyndon, Waisall, Haulier. Walsall. Pet Nov 23. Ord Nov 23. 


wenn mipebeth, Leeds, Timber Merchant. Leeds. Pet Nov 25. Ord Nov 
Exam Dec 15 a 
Wickings, William, Staplehuret, Kent, Builder. Maidstone. Pet Nov2i. Ord 


Nov 
Willian John Honey , = Tabuey, Wilts, Gas Fitter. Salisbury. Pet Nov 
2%. Ord Nov 2, Exam Feb 12 at 12 
Winsor, Ja James, Torquay, Builder. Exeter. Pet Nov24, Ord Nov 24, Exam 
0 at 
Yeld, Richard de Clare, Sunderland, Steamship Manager. Sunderland, Pet 
Nov 23, Ord Nov 23, Exam te 


'ITRST MEETINGS 
Akehurst, Stephen Allen, Freshfield, Ceca, Grocer. Dec 7 at 2. Official 
RR alvee, 36, Victoria st, Liv erpool 
aimee x Jane, peeeeees terr, Kensington, Dressmaker. Dec 4 at 11. 38, Carey 
8 Aincoln’s n 
Barham , Edward Henry, Hastings, Fruiterer. Dec 4 at 2. Townhall chbrs, 
astin 
Bassano SGec or; 4 & and Albert Rewer’, Shove. Derby, Telegraph Instru 
pene Manufacturers.’ Dec 4 at 2.80, cial Receiver, St. James's chbrs, 
lerby 
Bassano, George He sep estate), Derby, Telegraph Instrument Manufac- 
. turer, Dec 4at 8.90. 0 cha Recetyer, Bt. mane cabes, mt brs, Derby 


eee Dec 4 at 2. 33, Carey st, 


nks, Edward Webester, ~ ree Dec ‘ 
panirens shoe Erg ron ads saan, Horne Dealer Des? a 
Too 
10.30. Court Hara, Mou Oldbury - alos 
tsorrel, Leicestershire. Shopkeeper. Dec Official 
b Weoelver, 35 Friar lane, Leicester o> 
Danie, “William, Neath, Glamorganshire, Boatman. Dec 7 at 10.30. Castle 


Hotel eat 
Dimbleby, John, Northampton, Tailor. Dec 8 at 10. County court bldgs, North- 


alin, Devt, New Bond st, Milliner. Dec 7 at 2. Bankruptcy bidgs, 

Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Duggan, agg tee Model Lodging House Keeper. Dec 7 at 2. Official 

Receiver. crocmee 

oma ies ce ; Sisovevary, Beowery Agent. Dec 14 at 3. Law 
op Cuneees, Hanslope, Bucks, Wheelwright. Dec 5 at 4. County court 


bl 
nes Northampton. wood, Gloucestershire, Grocer. Dec 7 at 12.30. Official 
Receiver, Bank chbrs, Bristol 
sap, William Beasley, Rist, Coventty Rugby, Builder Dec 7 at 11. Official 


Hi 
fe aay hell 17, ft. Co 4 it 
Messrs - Cokes and i Boathorn, 33, The Parade, pate Sep. Dee ¢ o 
Licensed Victualler’s Manager. Dec 5 


Holberry. J 
om 11. Offi L it. Pons 8 close, 
rsfall, Alfred Henry, y. Ooveutry, Printer. a a Receiver, 17, 
Hertford st, Coven 
Al Th tino, Aemied Water Manufacturer. Dec 4 at 2. 


. omas, He 
cial Receiver, 1 vemen 
Law, James Bay, Sowerby y Bride, gh paramore, Not . Dec 5ati1. Official Receiver, 
Lawton, Ben, Loskweed. Huddersfield, Yarn Spinner. Dec 9 ati. Official Re- 
ceiver, New ot Huddersfield, Y 


Lee, William. Hoxton . = Dec 7 at 32. 
Little, Ann, Irthiagton, erlond Witse Dest as at ry Oficial Receiver, 


st, 
Little. o Josep. Irthington, Cumberland, Farmer. Dec 9ati. Official Receiver, 


34, 

Lyon, een tp antete, ied, eters Pee Dates. Dec7 at 3.15. Offi- 
von, saben and Walter Lyon, 

igo, Seen and Walter ty te Picture Frame Dealers. Dec 7 at 3. 


cial Receiver, Bank 
B... cy itor (o> reek , Picture Frame Dealer. Dec 7 at 3.30. Offi- 
Receiver, Bank chi Bristol 
m, Some 5 . St ’s on Sea, Lodging House Keeper. Dec 4 at 
Muigtord, William Henry, Redruth, Cornwall, Fish Dealer. Dec 5 at 12. Offi- 


a Jom Hi 

To all chbrs, 

eiver, Boscawen st, 

Nicholson, eases, Gosport, Plumber. Dec 4 at 12. Official Receiver, 166, 

Nicholas, Oliver, Staple am. Gloucestershire, Builder. Dec 7 at 3.45. Official 
Receiver, Bank chbrs, Bristol 

Culee, Joan, Hu undaticld, nr Macclesfield, Builder. Dec 11 at 7. Official Re- 

ver, Macc! 

Pyrah, Anthony, Bradford, Paper Manufacturer. Dec4atii. Official Receiver, 
3', Manor row, Bradfo 

Sale, Ellen, Manchester, Licensed Victualler. Dec 8 at 3. Official Receiver, 
Ogden’s chbre, bridge St, M 



































anchester 
Broadway, Stratford, Butcher. Dec 4 at 12. 33, Carey 


Saward, John 
st, Lincoln’s inn 

Saale ieee Sioesiision fields hans r 
at ‘0 sinn 

mitt th, Uharies Augustus, Hants, Grocer. Dec 7 at 3. Official Re- 


scaiven a Queen at, Po LH, ae Commission Agent. Dec 7 at 1. 

0) 0 

Official ver, St Andrew’s chbrs, Ly hy 5 

— Jesse ‘Stoke Golding, Manure Manufacturer. Dec 7 at 
riar lane, Leicester 

Btrecton, Wiha Thomas, Leyton, Essex, Ironmonger. Dec 4at1i. 33, Carey 


Taglor, Richard William, Worcester, Accountant. Dec 8 at 11. Official Re- 
pion, Wale, Haulier. Dec 7 at 11.15. Official Receiver, 


Til, fetbooe Bartlett lags, Foreuset chron, Menutectertng Jeweller. Deo 9 
at 11. _Banirupte st, are ey 
hs pene inn ane 
seat, Nottingham, Lace Maker. Dec4ati2. Official Receiver, 
2. High Pavement, 
we ne, Troderiok Adstenes, Magehestes, Donler te Fine Arts. Dee 4 at 3. 
et = st, Manchester 
Wee evil Wiliam, . Dec5 at 3. Official Receiver, 
weet Maidsto: 
‘sgn, Foun, W aetane Paik ie Cabinet Maker. Dec5at12. 67, Duke 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
sant, Bo, Beil Sussex, Saw Mill Proprietor. Hastings. Pet Oct 
Asking, O Chemant Stubbington, Landport, Bootmaker. Portsmouth. Pet Oct 2. 


Bailey, Michacl, Menchestes, Guocee. Manchester. Pet Oct 3. Ord Nov 
Barnard, John, De vizes, Wiltshire, iltshire, Fishmonger. Bath. Pet Nov 2%. Ord 


Bassano, George Hi and Albert Edward Slater, 


PAOe ue. Ona ov 
Bin ‘ebester, Leeds, Broker. Leeds. Pet Nov Nov 
Butler, Patrick, Wells st, Oxtont sty Physician, igh Court Pet a A Qa 


Carruthers, William, Gamblesby, nr Penrith, Farmer. Carlisle. Pet Nov 2. 


Ord N 
Case: Oecat J Cumberland st, Warwick square, Architect. Portsmouth. 
té. Ord Nov 23] 


ott Ps, Site Coach Builder. Birmingham. Pet Nov ®. Oni 
r p. Si fiem Denese, Covey, Brick Manufacturer. High Court. Pet Nov 
Davie, Semmacl, Welshpool, Montgomeryshire, Clothier, Newtown, Pet Oot1. 

antes Teast, Outten ghana, Hanley, Burs- 


Dawson. one Weneh. Neweastle 
wards, James, Ni iH, t, Builder. Hastings. Pet Oot 2. 
Ord Nov 16 





lem, and Tunsiall, Pet Oot 19. 
Charles 
Fyces, Walt, Liverpool, Out of business, Liverpool. Pet Nova. Ord 
° 
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Gooch, Arthur Brooks. S ¥ > 
tess, Fee. toney st, Southwark, Potato Dealer. High Court. 
Grath. Robert, Carnarvon, Draper’s Clerk. Bangor. Pet Nov 25. Ord 


Holberry, Joseph, Oldbury, Worce pigrshize, Licensed Victualler’s Manager. 


Wolverhampton. Pet Nov21. Ord Nov 


Huckvale, James Augustus, Fenchureh Ay Commission Agent. High Court. 


Pet Nov 21. 
Kellett, 
Pet O Nov 24 


len, Jemes Kay, Sowerby Bridge, Yorks, Tailor. Halifax. Pet Nov 21. 


Pet Nov 2 


arrin 


on. Pet Oct 9. B 
Mayall ic Ord N 


ohn Jabez Eawin, Mew Bond st, Photographer. High Court. Pet 
Ord Nov 2 


Mitelill, Jo J pap. the wen Ossett, Yorks, Rag Merchant. Dewsbury. Pet No 


fa es Manchester, Upholsterer’s Warehouseman. Manchester. 
Ord 
Longshaw, Peter Phillips, Warrington, Lancashire, late Chemical Maker. 


—= 


Leah, Henry, Hart st, Bloomsbury, Auctioneer. High Court. Pet July 4%, 
Ord Nov 27. Exam Jan 14 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
lanis, Hugh, enge Tydfil, Grocer. "Merthyr Tydfil. Pet Nov 26. Ord Noy 


Exam Dec 

MacGill pF aly St Leonard’s rd, Bromley by Bow, Doctor of Medicine. 
vaso Pet Nov 28. Ord Nov 28. Exam Jan 21 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fi 

Martin, Richard, inhorne, Cornwall, Coal Merchant. East Stonehouse, 
Pet 3 Nov 24. Ord Nov 26. Exam Dec 21 at 12 

McKenzie, , Queen’s rd, Bayswater, Gentleman. High Court. Pet Noy 
27. Ord Nov 27. Exam Jan 14 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Minnitt, Thomas Arthur, Derby, Wine Merchant. Derby. Pet Nov 26. Onj 
Nov 26. Exam Dec 19 at 10 

Perks, Hart_st, Mark lane, Corn Factor. High Court. Pet Nove, 
Ord Nov 28. Exam Jan 21 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Pickford, Frank, Sunnyside, ‘Waldegrave rd, Teddington, Builder. Kingston, 

Surrey, Pet Nov 27. Ord Nov 28. a Jan 8 at 3 
v | Pigott, Frederick Charles, Shake Finchicy, Commercial Traveller, 


M Barnet, Herts. Pet Nov 27. Or “Nov 28. Exam Dec 22 at 11 at Townhall, 
obbs, Thomas J. ; Chorlton cum Hardy, Lancashire, Brewers’ Agent. Salford Barnet é 

nae So Ord Nov 24 Prosser, Charles, Punch Bowl Inn, West st pened, Licensed Victualler, 
Mugford _ thd Redruth, Cornwall, Fish Dealer. Truro. Pet Nov 21. Hereford. Pet Nov 28. Ord Nov 28 Exam Dec 


Ord N 
oldiela am oa New Briggate, Leeds, Furniture Broker, Leeds. 


Rous, John Goodwin, Lowestoft, Suitolke Grocer. “at Yarmouth. Pet Nov 2%, 


Pet Ord Nov 26. Exam Dec 14 at 2.50 at Townhall, Gt Yarmout 
ov 20. Ord Nov Savill, William, Clavering, Essex, Farmer. Cambridge. Pet Nov 27. Ord Noy 
=. eaeny, Bradford, Paper Manufacturer. Bradford. Pet Nov 23. Ord a =. ‘Exam Dec 16 hl Mu Confecti Brid A Pet N 
eppar eorge, Weston super Mare, Confectioner. Bridgwater. Pet Nov 2%, 

Rees, ; a Edward, Llandinam, Montgomeryshire, Innkeeper. Newtown. Pet Ord N Nov 27. Exam Dec 14 at ii ‘ 

— 10. Ord Nov 25 Smith, John, and Isabella White, Liverpool, Mantle Manufacturers. Liverpool, 
Bale, Eien, Manchester, Licensed Victualler. Manchester. Pet Nov 19. Ord te Nov ai. hed | ald 26. | Dec 10 at 11 at Court house, Government 
. gs, Victoria st, Liv 

Sanders, Thomas Henry, Kew rd, Richmond, Upholsterer. Wandsworth. Pet | Squires, Cores, Walsall, I RStaftordshire, Musical Instrument Dealer. Walsall. 
Nov 2. Ord Nov 21 4 et Nov 27. Ord Nov 27. Exam Dec 21 at 2 

Sytem, George : a Horsforth, Yorks, Commission Agent. Leeds. Pet Walker. William Victor, Plymouth, Lime Merchant. East Stonehouse. Pet 

Taylor, ~Richan mae 24 w iis rat Nov 27. Ord Nov 27, Exam Dec 22 at 12 
work hard William, Worcester, Accountant. Worcester. Pet Nov24. Ord Fist MEETINGS. 

Thompson, Andrew, and John William Thompson, Roseden, Northumberland, Agnew, William, Welshpool, Montgomeryshire, Gunsmith. Dec 9 at 1, 


Farmers. Newcastle on mne. Pet Nov10. Ord Nov 24 


=, Edwin, Williton, Somersetshire, Baker. Taunton. Pet Oct 27. Ord 
Oxford. Pet Oct 30, Ord Nov 21 


ov 23 
ween William, Isli 


, Oxf rdshire, 
ard, Walter, oad} ~ oad bmg 


Ward, Dewsbury, Woollen Manufacturers. Dewsbury. 


Elephant Hotel, ‘Newtown, Montgomeryshire 

Barnard, John, oar a Wilts, Fishmonger. Dec 9 at 12.30. Official Receiver, 
Bank chbrs, Bristo 

Bentley, Robert, Tostrick, Yorks, Joiner. Dec 11 at 11. Official Receiver, 

Townhall chbrs, Halifax 


Wan Nov7 A Ord Nov so ‘ Billson, 7. ae Harto, Dover, Grocer. Dec 9 at 11.30. Bankruptcy bldgs, 
ckings, William, Staplehurst, Kent, Builder. Maidstone. Pet Nov 21. Ord incoln’s inn 
yer a De sa tinea adiad een ee eee . Child, John, Birmingham, Coachbuilder. Dec 10 at 11. Official Receiver, 
rinal vid, Jun, ourd amberwell, Gent. High Court. b 6. 1immin, 
Ord No = on ah Pays Clark, John, York, Grocer’s Assistant. Dec9at2. Official Receiver, York 
Wray, Francis, and George Walker, Cardiff, Builders. Cardiff. Pet Oct 28. | Daniel, Charles Eckersley, Victoria st, Westminster, Contractor. Dec 10 at 1, 


Yeld, Richard de Clare, Sund 4 =) 
fora one e erland, Steamship Manager. Sunderland. Pet 
TUESDAY. Dec. 1, 1885, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Allin, Repeat] tt Fox, Wye, Kent, Grazier. Canterbury. Pet Nov 27. Ord Nov 27. 


Bamford. te and John William Bamford, Mieebetien, near Hudders- 
Dec 19 


Halifax. Pet Nov 26. Ord Nov 


— Waste Openers. Huddersfield. Pet Oct 9. 
Bentley, eae, 3 Rastrick, near Halifax, Joiner. 
14 


Ord Oct 22. 
Exam 
Bilson, ao Harto, Dover, Grocer, Canterbury. Pet Nov26. Ord Nov 


uieieeen Joseph, Huddleston road, Tufnell Park, 
eer ret Novy 2. Ord Nov #8, Exam Jan 13 at 11.20, at 34 


Bragg a ord rd, West W: 
Pingges Aa, im, andsworth, Builder. 


Lincoln’s 


rane a High 


Wandsworth. Pet 


Bankruptcy bldgs. Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

- a. ow iliam, Bradford, Furniture Broker. Dec 10 at 11. Official Receiver, 
radtor 

Edwards, William, Dudley, Worcestershire, Tailor. Dec 15 at 10. Official Re- 

ceiver, Dudley 

Ellington, Henry Ridley, and John Thomas Aldred, Friday st, Warehousemen, 

Dec 14at 11. Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Farmer, John, Preston Wynne, Herefordshire, Farmer. Dec 12 at 2. Official 

Receiver, 2, Offa st, Hereford 

Fitch, William, Colchester, Ropemaker. Dec 10atii. Townhall, Colchester 

Garlz and, J., Royal rd, Kennington, Cheesemonger. Dec 9 at 11. 33, Carey st, 

Lincoln’s inn 

Gray, James George, British st, Bow rd, Carpenter. Dec 9 at 2. Saracen’s 

Head, Dunmow, Essex 

i — Salop, Surgeon. Dec 14 at 10.80. Law Society, Talbot chbrs, 
rews 

Helm, Geom Bolvard, Gos Gowerbs 5 Bridge, Yorks, Mason. Dec 11 at 10. Official 

Receiver. Townhal Halifax 


a. — Sf or ee rs Hey mane, John, Hey bas ‘Lancashire, Printer. Dec 9 at 11.30. 16, Wood st, 
rain, William bert, Middlesborou 00t_Dealer, - ees on Tees and olton 

Middlesbor: —— Pet Nov a. Ord} ‘ov 27. Exam Dec Howcroft, John, Burn, nr Selby, Yorks, Publican. Dec 9 at 12. Official Re- 
Clark, John, Grocer’s A t. York. Pet Nov z. Ord Nov 2%. Exam | _ ceiver, York 

Dec 18 at a at Guildhall, Yo Howes, Samuel. King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Corn Merchant. Dec 8 at 12.15. B, 
Cole, Isaac gett, Great —— Norfolk, General-shop Keeper. Great | _ Whall, Market sq, King’s Lynn 

—_ etNov 2%. Ord Nov2%. Exam Dec 14at 2.20, at Townhall, Great | J enkins, Thomas Waters, Aberavon, Glamorganshire, Tin Plate Manufacturer. 


Cowsp. , oa Elton, nr Sendbach, & f 
ey ee — eshire, Grocer. Macclesfield. Pet Nov 
Crofts, i Margate, Bootmaker. con Pet Nov 2%. Ord Nov 27. 


Crowe, George. Grindale, Yorks, Farmer. Scarborough. Pet Nov 2%. Ord Nov 


Deighton, Wine. m, Bradford, Furniture Broker. Bradford. Pet Nov 27. Ord 

Dankicy, James _— Yeovil, Somerset, Pianoforte Manufacturer. oidin. 

eras Willies Dadice, Wisentaies, Tailor. Dudley. Pct Nov 2%. Ord 
Nov 2%. Exam Dec 15 at 12 





Parmer, John, Preston ht ~ eg Herefordshire, Farmer. Hereford. Pet Nov 28. 
Nov z. Dec 2 


Pitch, William, Colch *R 
‘olchester, Bec maker. Colchester. 
Exam “> 2 at 12, at Townhall, C Jolchester — 
tase ngston upon Hull, Provision Dealer. Kingston 
upon Hn Hall. bet Nov @.’ Ord Nov #. Exam Dec 21 st 2, at Court house, 


Pord, Piven Charles, Newent, Gloucestershire, 


att 


Pet Nov 2%. Ord Nov 2. 


a 


a = lo STAT. 4 - 
"=, Onl Movs, Rome Dav’ Farmer. Gloucester. Pet Nov 
James, Bush lane, Cannon st, Banker. High Court. Pet Nov 2. Ord 


Nov S. Pet 2% at 11, at %, Lincoln’s inn fields 





Ww Cle ts, Hich road, Willesden Green, Grocer. High Vourt 

Pa Nov %. Ord Nov &. Jan 15 at 11.4, at %, Lincoln’ 6 inn fe < Fs 
Hockedes, oo fm may Hartlepool, Accountant. Sunderland. Pet Nov 12. 
Hein, gouge 4 Soverty Bridge, Yorks, Mason. Halifax. Pet Nov 2. 


ood, John, aw ood, Lancashire, Printer. Bolton. Pet Nov 2. 


€ N 
an Der pe Ird Nov 


ot ortolk, Merchan et N 
ae bxam Dec Gat ions at Co urt b aon Kins I a ere ag 


ios Par yraecie, Lendport, Hampehive, Butcher. Porteraouth. Pet Nov 


Jenkins, Thomas Waters, Abernvon, Giataor ganehire, Tinplate Manufacturer. 


Joan dan Nov 16. ora he —— Dee 15 at 2.15 at Townhall, Neath 
lifamn, sen, Wolverbatnpton, Wheelwrigt = 
— Mov. Ora Nov#%. Exam Dec ies oht's Fesemen. Wetverhamp 
JS eet, 


led woman), Grays, Essex, 


ana M. A y 
Grocers and Provision, Dealer’. Benches “4 


| eee chester. "Det Sov &. OrdNov@. Exam 
Altres Alien Remest, Exeter, Tovaccomist. Exeter. Pet Nov &, Ord Nov 


Lincoin st, Mile Bnd, Veterinary Surgeon. 


Charles : 
Faker a oul Ord Nov %, Exam Jan U4 at 11 Hh, ote 


Bi tt HA, Lincoly’ s tun fle 





Dec 10 at 10.38. Castle Hotel, Neath 

Jenkins, William, the elder, Wolverham 

at 3.30. Official Receiver, St. Peter’s aces 
d, Altres Allen Robert, Exeter, T: 


Pose, Wheelwright’s Foreman. Dec 10 
Wolverhampton 
bacconist. Dec 9 at 12. Bankruptcy 


bldgs, P. 
Lewis, Hugh, flerthyr Tydfil, Grocer. Dec 10at12. Official Receiver, Merthyr 


Martin, Pidusd, Linkinhorne, Cornwall, Coal Merchant. Dec 10 at 12. Stag 


Minnitt, Thomas Arthur, Derby, Wine Merchant. Dec 9 at 2.30. Official Re- 
ceiver, St James’s chbrs, Derby 
Munro, Donald, sow, London st Fenchurch st, Biscuit Maker. Dec9ati2. 33, 
Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Owens, Owen tdanddyinen, Anglesey, Farm Labourer. Dec 14 at 12.15. Queen’s 
Iiead Caf e, Bangor 
Prosser, Charles, Hereford, Licensed Victualler. Dec 12 at 3, Official Receiver, 
2 Offa st, Hereford 
Rhodes, James Fletcher, Dewsbury, Yorks, out of business. Dec9at3. Official 
Receiver, Bank chbrs, Batley 
Richardson, Thomas Henry, Brasted, Kent, Ironmonger. Dec 8 at 4, Official 
Receiver, 39, Bond st, Brighton 
Savill, William, Clavering, Essex, Farmer. Dec 11 at 2.45. Rose and Crown 
Hotel, Saffron Walden 
Mantle Makers. Dec 11 at 2 


Smith, John, and Isabella White, Liverpool, 
Official Receiver, 25, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Santee, se Walsall apasoal Instrument Dealer. Dec 11 at 3.15, Official Re 


ceiver, ige st, Walsall 

Tong, Joshua, Dewsbury, Yorks, Blanket Maker. Dec 9at 4. Official Receiver, 
Bank ch Batley 

Totty, Peter, Wilson st, Barnsley, Shopkeeper. Dec 9 at 11.30. Offici Re- 
ceiver, 3, +, Barnsley 

Williams, John Henry Bowen, Tisbury, Wilts, Gasfitter. Dec 8 at 1.15, Official 


Receiver, Salisbury 
Windsor, James, Torquay, Devonshire, Builder. Dec Tt at 2. Queen’s Hotel, 


Torqua: 
Wood, William, Brockley, Kent, Ironmonger. Dec 8 at 3%. Official Receiver, 100, 
Victoria st, Westminster 
ADJUDICATIONS, 
Allan, John, Lee, Kent, Builder. Greenwich. Pet Nov4. Ord Nov 27 
Brooks, William Westbromwich, Staffordshire, Horse Dealer. Oldbury. Pet 


Nov %. Ord Nov 2% 
Brown, Sydney, Bradford, Printer. Bradford. Ord made under secion 108. 


¢ ask, William Thomas, leper. | Warwickshire, Licensed Victualler. Bir- 


uingham. Pet Nov ig. Ord Nov 
Deighton, Wiliam, Bradford, | ok Broker, Bradford. Pet Nova, Ord 


Nov 27 
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1835, 
——= 
t July a, 

Ord Noy 
ine. 
inn fi 
ronehouse, 

Pet Noy 
v 26. Ord 
et Nov a 
Kingston, 
a eller, 


Tow. nhall, 
'ictualler, 
ot Nov 2, 

Ord Noy 
t Nov 23, 


iverpool, 
ernment 


9 at 1 
veceiver, 
eceiver, 
y bldgs, 
eceiver, 


rk 
lO at 11, 


ceiver, 
tial Re- 
semen, 
Official 


ster 
rey st, 


racen’s 
chbrs, 
Official 
0d st, 
al Re- 
5. B, 
sturer, 
Dec 10 
uptcy 
rthyr 
Stag 
1 Re~ 
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THE SoucrTORS JOURNAL: 








Py, Jahn, Doncaster Farmer. Sheffield. Pet Nov 11. Ord Nov 26 
chn Spher, Long Orendon, nr Thame, Oxfordshire, Farm Bailiff. 


J 
ators. ae! Fe 5. Ord Nov 28 
ato ‘Worcestershire, Tailor and Herbalist. Dudley. Pet Ser James "Thomas. 


a or 3. rhe yo ee 


Arthur, cere, usin Grocer. Nantwich and Orewe. Pet Nov 23. 


Feet Nov 27 
Jose pouith, Leeds, la’ Publisher. Leeds. Pet Nov 11. Ord Nov 27 
na ra ston eesemonger. High Court. Pet Nov 4. Pi tg 


“Coan Pet Nov 20. Ord Nov 27 
4 te 


John, Roval ea , Kennington, Cheesem: 
Hall, Wal 


ter, Batley, Yorks, Commission Agent. Dewsbury. Pet Novi3. Ord 


Nov 24. Ord N 


Nov 27 Walker, Willa Vv 
Helm, George Holroyd, Sowerby Bridge, Yorks, Mason. Halifax. Pet Nov 26. 


Nov 
Beprirth 1 swarsaiats Kirkgate, Wakefield, Draper. 


h Court. Pet Nov10. Ord Nov 27 


Harn James, 


ine ov6. Ord No 


William gone, Heywood, Lancashire, Cotton Spinner. Bolton. Pet 


Wakefield. Pet Nov 9. 
Fa Lab Jocghus Gerhardus, Seven Sisters’ rd, Finsbury Park, Cheese- 
igh st, Notting hill Gate, House + ON High Oourt. Pet 
June Henty Seanets, Landport, Hants, Butcher. Portsmouth. Pet Nov 28, 

Richard, Abervebutth, Cardiganshire, Coal Merchant. Aberystwith. 


Whaite. Bleabet Adolphus, 
Pet ae 27. Ord Nov 27 
be! = ys rg William, 


Annul Nov 28 


ae Seth Mata ease atten BAC, BLN 


‘sd, Gontectionar 


ov 
Edward, Rowley Regis, Staffordshire, Builder. Dudley. Pet Aug 6. 
Aldersgate st, Ostrich Feather Manufacturer. High 


Hig . Pet Oot 38. Ord Nov 27 
roars. Peto § Stonehouse. Pet 


iy ay 
p ahd Elizabeth,Leeds, Timber Merchant. Leeds. Pet Nov 25. Ord Nov 2. 
anchester, Dealer in Fine Arts. Manchester 


M 
Birmingham, Cabinet Maker. Birmingham. Pet Nov 4. 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Cohen, David, Leman st, Whitechapel, Furrier. High Court. Adjud Dec it. 
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ier vi4. Ord Nov 
“— Jeet oy a8 b, Tunetion ney me 4 neraaents vane. —_ ered oe Quasaey Zoran ons As NEED ZO A &7 1 Smith v. oa, ae -eeeee eteeee eee 4 
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Brumachngode, Henry Bene, ae agp sas 4 TDM oe sonon = 8| Yellandv. Winter 2." -.cco4 93 
emi +h, Merth: dfil, Grocer. Merth ‘et Nov 26. Ord Nov 28 | RECENT DEciIsI AFFECTING SOLICITORS : — 
illiam Thomas Victoria st, W aie , Solicitor. High Court, | REVIEWS .......... > 90 | In re Frewen, Frewen v. James 93 
Mans Pepi tas Edward. B in Furness, Lancashire, Solicitor. Ulverston Cases OF a meena ie ~ 93 
omas arrow ee-sees seces 
and Barrow Ls Furness. Pet June % Ord agg 2 27 Stnciit ie, Cgoms of é APPEAL :— de ag ok A Leg Py Ae mg The de 
Newby. Jemes B dward, Blackburn, cashire, Grocer. urn, Pet Nov Hough ‘& Go. v. Head % | In re (a Solicitor) eit a 
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Oakes, James, Hurdsfield, nr Macclesfield, Builder. Macclesfield. Pet Nov 23. HIGH CoURT OF JUSTICE :— Lorp COLERIDGE ON SEVERE : 
Ord Nov 27 Harrison v. McSheehan « ecccece | yoy © 066604006 dened soceee. . 3 
. | BE UECU V.§ OORWRIL — «--seeesee eeetee eee £F ‘ 
Oppermann, Adolf Frite, (St John gt Clerkenwell, Electric Lighting Engineer. | = "re ‘The Underbank ‘Mills | New Lagat BLP.’ Pboseosccocs:o nicehien 
Pate, Mary Ann, Westbourne, Sussex, Market Gardener. Brighton. Pet Nov 13. | Deion Geeesen Manutfac- in | Qusroans $00s0 6666000006 -49008 60006 s 
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Roberts, Henry, Greenwich, Confectioner. Greenwich. PetNov3. Ord Nov 27 Company of America.....-+-«» 92 LONDON GAZETTES, &C., &0. ...----- 99 
SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA TRADE MARK. 


Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 


Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality 
with the excess of fat extracted, 

The Faculty pronounce it ‘* the most nutritious, per- 
fectly digesti te beve: for Breakfast, Luncheon, or 
OPT and inyaluable for Invalids and Children.” 

ly commended by the entire Medical Press. 
wetaows r) » Spice, or other admixture, it suits 
all bang keeps for years in all climates, and is four 
times the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED 
with ,» &., and IN REALITY CHEAPER than such 


Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonfa) 
toa Breakfast Cup, costing less than a 
Cocoatiwa 4 La VANILLBis the most delicate, digestible, 
cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when 
richer chocolate is prohibited, 
fn tins at 1s, 64., ee 5s, wha &c., by Chemists and 


Charities on rr oom by the Sole Proprietor, 
H. Souwzirzaz 10, Adam-st., Strand, London, W. 


EDE AND SON, 
ROBE Fra Od MAKERS, 


BY 6PECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her ——- the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
cial Bench, Corporation of London, &o. 





ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS, 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Cler a, 
and Clerks of the Peace, 


CORPORSTION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS 
USTABLISHED 1689, 


“4, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
INTEMPERANCE, 
OOLMAN HILL HOUSE RETREAT, 


HALESOWEN, WORCESTERSHIRE. 








Licensed under the Act of 1879, for Ladies only. 
Terms from £2 28, per week. 
Apply to the Proprietors, Townsend H: use, 
Halesowen. 





Or, SERVICER 00O-OPERATIV 


Sy EE Stche Bree, 








HOWARD’S PATENT. 
LETTER COPYING BOOKS. 


UNTEARABLE LETTER 


COPYING BOOKS. 


Stronger and more durable than any other 


Letter Copying Books now made. 
PRICE LIST UPON APPLICATION 


WODDERSPOON & CoO., 


7, SERLE STREET, anv i, PORTUGAL STREET, 


LINCOLN’S INN, W.C. 





HE NEW ZEALAND LAND MORT- 
GAGE COMPANY, Li 


Capital £2,000,000, by more than 800 
shareholders. £200,000 paid up. 
The Company’s loans are limi 
ture issue is limited to 


OME DIRECTORS. 

‘ > Sir Wit1r1am T. PoweEr, 
W. K. Granam, Esq. K.C.B. 

es LaRKWORTHY, Ta. gree Esq., 

aipiien M. Mrrcurson,|Sir Epwarp W. Star- 

> FORD, K.C.M.G, 
Chairman of Colonial onial Board— 
BOUG., M.L.C., 


The Hon. m FREDE. W: 
te Premier of Of N ew 
mesaaibane ‘Terminable “Debentures 
bearing interest at 5 per cent. for seven or ten years, 
th per per cent. for ve, ond L Coupons cent. for three years. 
nterest half- re we 








Director. 

coadentti a ACHESON: Manag don, E.C. 

AW LIFE ASSURANOB BOOIETY, 

Fleet-street, London. tuted 1823. 

Assets on 3ist » BAe £5,375,995 
Income for the year 1884 ..  . 454,633 
Amount claims to 3ist Sue 

ber, 4,208,926 
Roversionary Bonus allotted tor the tive 


8ist December, 
sveraionary Bo thnnaaremet hitherto ‘lotta @,n0 287 


sion, are ro under 4 
‘Tho. limi aber cout of travel phe a. have been | 


du 
Loans granted on soomstty of p 


aaa 


Vol, . lite i + 





large yk 4, and rates of extra premiuw re- ABSOLUTE Se seo 7 x 


The —— of Members of the Legal Profession 
wn to the New Prospectus of the 
compat INSURANCE COMPANY 
(Limited), 10, St. Swithin’s-lane, Nea E.c. 
General Accidents. | Personal 
Railway Accidents. Death Ay Rcident. 
Forms of Proposal and “Shinpee forwardei 


|P ING, Manager. 





ORTHERN ASSURANCE COMPANY, 
Established 1836. 
Lowpow: 1, Moorgate-street, Bo. Apzurpssy: 3, 


INCOME & £ FUNDS ONG: _ 
Fire Premiums .. eee woe . £573,000 
Life Premiums . we wees 1KOOD 


are “OTT EaB83,000 





EVERSIONARY and LIFE INTS- 
RESTS in LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY 
Securities and Annuities PURCHAS 


other te 
or Annuities thereon aod the BQUITARLE RE. 
VERSIONARY INT Y {incre 18; 
Lancaster- Waierloo Bridge, 
1835. Capital, £500,000. Interest on Loans may be 
ww F. 8. eo! Joint 
a H, CLAYTON areccmcemedl 
HE OH ARORRY LANE SAFE DE. 


London, W 
NsTt FIRE AND 
Cost, 





T A TRIE 


= ” eeee ES for 
= 


08 | et fee id Be forwanted pose 


Rat form res Seed Se ek woe 
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REEHOLD LAND WANTED, to 
PURCHASE. — Sussex or South Coast pre- 
ferred, about 700 to 10,000 acres; suitable for a game 
preserve.—Particulars to CHas. V. STEVENS, Sur- 
veyor, &c., 27, Southampton-buildings, Chancery- 

lane, W.C. 
ANAGING OLERK.—Wanted. bv a 
firm of London Solicitors, a Managing Clerk 


Shoroughly competent to conduct Conveyancing and 
Trust Business with slight supervision “only, and 








had some years’ previous & ience in a 
similar post. None others need app A liberal 
salary tot agen be given. ~ App , by — ‘stating age, 
FAT ae salary ~ . O., care of 
J Viehors, 5, Nichslas-lang, E 
Now ready, price 25s., cloth. 
HE ANNUAL PRACTIOF, 1885—86.— 


ee = e-¥ oy of the Statutes, Orders, and 
e Gene Practice. 


Rules soemes to Procedure. 
and ‘urisdiction ar: the Chancery and Queen’s Bench 
Divisions of the h Court of Justice, and on 
e Court of Appeal and to the 
With noe WIN Notes, Forms, &c. 


By T. SNOW, M.A WINSTANLEY, and 
J. WALTON. t-Law. 
London : W. M & rk SON, 8, Bell-yard, Temple 


AXWELL 
Bar; and H. Sweet & Sons, 3, Chancery-lane. 
Just published, demy 8vo, price 20s. 














DIVORCE PRACTICE) 


(WITH THE NEW RULES). 
By T. W. H. OAKLEY, 
CHIEF CLERK OF THE Divorce REGISTRY. 


* en to Solicitors precisely the requirements 
the and of the Court, so that they can 
a Se their petitions, &c., without having 
inquiry upon every step to to be taken,”—Law 
TERis ba sa is sure to be hailed —_ gratitude by 
ractising lawyers.’ Telegraph 
o be obtained at the Deveses acieey, and from 
Messrs, G Sons, LoaiTeD, Prujean- 


RIFFITH & 
square, Old Bailey, London, E.C. 





Now ready, price 9d. aa} 

HE LAW ALMANAOCK for 1886. New 

Stamp Duties and complete Postal Information. 
Tomas arwick-court, Holborn, and all 

Law Booksellers and Stationers. 


AW BOOKS.—To the Legal Profession. | 
—WILDY ,* 5 aoe, F Law Booksellers and Ex- 
rorters, W LibRANTE Tendon, Ww. C., are 





a ney made for 
Reonoul Valuers). 
ot S ew 7 ——— _— 
Books, tutes. &c ways on e 
Catalogues gratis. x 


ESTABLISHED 1830. 
Registered Address for Telegrams—* WiILpyYs,”’ 
London. 
i AW BOOKS.—Complete Set of Books of 


Practice required by a Solicitor ; latest editions 
(ccoen Seed ; lowest and terms. — Address, 





SALE DAYS FOR THE YEAR 1886. 


ESSRS. FAREBROTHER, ELLIS, 

CL Gy. bee to oy that the 
following days been fixed for their SALES 
of FREEHOLD pi LEASEHOLD ESTATES, 
a, Reversions, and other Investments 
the year 1886, to be held at the Anction, Mart, 


Tones ouse-yard, near the Bank of England, E.C. :— 
Thurs., Jan 14 fears, April 29 
Tues., Jan 19 , May 11 
Tues., Feb 2 Tues May 18 
Thurs., Feb 11 es., May 25 
Thurs., Feb 25 Tues., June 1 
Thurs., Mar 4 Tues., June 8 
Tues., Mar 16 Tues., June 22 
Tues., Mar Tues., June 29 
Tues., Mar 30 Tues., July 6 
Tues., April 13 Tues., July 13 
Tues., -» April 20 Tues., July 20 











for Special Sales will 
arran t-street, Temple “Bar, E.C.; 
18, Od at oR, E.C.; and No. 14, Fitzjohn’s- 


parade, Hampstead, N.W. 

N ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 

ye FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER beg to announce 
that their SALES of LANDED ESTATES, Investments, 
Town, Suburban, and Country Houses, Business Premises, 
Building Land, Ground-rents, Advowsons, Reversions, 
Stocks, Shares, and other Properties, will be held at the 
Auction Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, near the Bank of Eng- 
land, in the City of London, as follows :— 


Other or BP, —_% | 
Ros. 29, Flee 








SALES FOR THE YEAR 1 1886, 








| Tues., Jan 5 Tues., May 4 Tues., July 27 

| Tues., Jan 19 Tues., May 11 Tues., Aug 3 
Tues., Feb 2 es., May 18 Tues., Aug 10 

| Tues., Feb 16 Tues., May 25 Tues., Aug 17 
Tues., Feb 23 Tues., June 1 Tues., Aug 24 
Tues., Mar 2 Tues., June 8 Tues., Aug 31 
Tues., Mar 16 Tues., June 22 Tues., Oct 5 
Tues., Mar 23 Tues., June 29 Tues., Oct 19 

es., Mar 30 | Tues , July 6 Tues., Nov9 

Tues.,Aprilé , Tues., July 13 Tues., Nov 23 
Tues., April 13 | Tues., July 20 Tues., Dec 14 
Tues., April 20 | 


or | 


| £30,000 London and North-Western 
ture Stock. 


With list, edition, a and terms, to PRACTICE, “ Solicitors’ | 





BOOK-BUYERS. — The Christmas 


of _— and Second-hand Books, 


T° 


offered at y reduced, is now needy. and 
will be sent post- i application to W 
& Son, Library Department, 156, Strand, London, W Cc. 





Boks BOUGHT.—7To Executors, Solici- 
tors, &£c.—HENRY SOTHERA) 

Piccadilly, and 196. Strand. Second-hand Bookselie TS, 

to PURCHASE LIBRARIES or smaller 

of oe in town or country, and to give 

the utmost value in cash. Experienced valuers sent. 

without trouble or expense to vendors. 
1816. 


OME for the TREATMENT and CURE 


a 


inet 


AN & CO., 36, | 


t 
gly secluded. Gentlemen | 


under the Act. 

only. Limited number taken. Billiard room. library, | 
lawn tennis court, bowls, &c. The whole staff pledged 
abstainers. Term 25 in ee 

lars from the Superintenden B 


t, RANTH- 
watrz, F.R.CS. E4.; and reference is permitted to 
Mesers. Muwron La Solicitors, 94, Queen 


Vietoria-strect, I : ; 
[AZEMPERANCE. .—Tower House Retreat, 
licensed under the Habi- 
tual Act, 1879.— only establishment in 
the United Kingdom tor Reception 


specially erected 
Treatanent of Ladies and Gentlemen  decizons of 
habite of aeempereane. The house 
own grounds of nearly three acres, and is 
with every convenience, coumataang @ large 





Auctions can also be held on other days. In any case 
due notice should be given, in order to insure proper 
publicity ; the period between such notice and the auc- 
tion must, of course, considerably depend upon the nature 
“« the property intended to be sold.—s80, Cheapside, 

ndon. 


In Bankrupte 
of £55,000 





-—Absolute Reversion to One Moiety y 


OE BENHA M, 
pe FARMER, & BRIDGEW ATER will SELL, 
at the MART, on TUESDAY, DECEMBER 15, at 
TWO, in '‘I'wo Lots, as follows :— 

Lot 1.—The absolute Reversion, upon the death of 
a lady now in her 8ist year, to One Moiety of 


estern Railway Four 

per Cent. Deben: 

Lot 2.—The absolute Reversion, upon the death of 
@ lady now in her 57th year, to One Moiety of £15,000 
london and estern and £10,000 Midland 
Railway Four per Cent. Debenture Stock. 

Particulars of Messrs. Dawes & Sons, potiatices, , 
Angei-court, Throgmorton-street ; of Mr. F. Aston 
Bowes, Salisbury ; and of the pen Cay ‘Cheap- 
side 


Momtegn CSeashons, re, Keg. Q C., deceased.—Sale of the 
A ones, 5 Oli Baplish book. 
cory. ne, com e 0. 
cases, inlaid eylinder-top. wr writing table, a French 
suite of cabrisle chairs. tables, enclosed 





washstands, rose-wood weet boo and a few 
nick-nacks 
MEssBs. ROGERS, CHAPMAN, & 
THOMAS will SELL by AUCTION, at the 
CHAMBERS, as above, on TUESDAY, DECEMBER 
6, at Two o'clock precisel . the above EFFECTS, in 
h will be pe N English and French furniture, 
me hy Gonegtar oad, 
Jatalogues Auctioneers, 78, Gloucester-r 
South Kensington, and 50, Belgrave-road, 8.W. 


J gpm bag PUTTICK & SIMPSON, Literary 


London, WiGe inp ge ‘rustees, 
Solicitors, and the Trade, that their Season for the 
Govean hed Agesos of ks 


Octobe 17, and that their w are open dail 
for the reception of goods consiened to them for onle. 
Mesers. P. & $8, will hold several important Sales 


during the (dna end will include small 


| in appropriate Sales, thus 


properties 
affording the same advan- 
tages to small as to large consignments. Li 
and other properties catalogued, arranged, and valued 
pale Probate and Legacy Duty, or tor Public or Private 


rooms, ba’ Be. —o A he. Dadienie aap te. suanie oO “SOLICITORS and Others, — Lofty 

under the H.L.. Act of privately. Terms: from ‘fwo and Well-lighted Offices and Chambers to be 

to Five Guineas per week.— For prospectus and | Let at Lonsdale Chambers, No, 27, Chancery-lane 

particulars address J. H. Buows, Prine ome the New Law Courts). Also large, ) 
sAdress, Brown, Weetgate-cn-Hea. V re 75 Rooms tor » Arbit trations, ko. 

Fad AlrEexy 5. Srucet, M.A., M.D., BS. ly to Mesers. Launpy & Co., ’ Chartered ‘Account 
ab, on the premises. 











Dec. 5, 1885. 
The Old-established Periodical Sales of t Fra 
Copyhold, and Leasehold oe 
Shares, &c., for the Year 1886, b 
ESSRS. 0. C. & T. MOORE, are ap. 
pointed to take place at the Auction Mar, 


Tokenhouse-yard, London, on the Second and Four 
in each month, excepting December, x 





= nr — 

January 14—28 |} May 13—27 September 
February 11—25 | June 10—24 October pik 
March 11—25 July 8—22 Novmbr. ti- 
April 8—22 August 12—26 December 9~4 











Notices of Popety intended to be included shou 
be sent at least 14 days prene viously, but a longe 
notice is pee. Special Sales can be held q 
other dates.—Further culars and terms on 
plication at yong oore’s Offices, 144, Mile En 
road, London, E 




















To be Sold pursuant to an order of the High Court 
of Justice, Chancery Division, in an action ¢ 
Cottrell v. °. Holland, with the approbation of i 
Hon. Mr. Justice Chitty, by 

M® THEODORE MOORE (of firm 

of C. C. & T. MOORE}, the 
the: —_! au . at the MART, okenhouso-wnd 

wor DAY, DECEMBER 10th. 1385 

ONE Po THO. o’clock, in 11 lots, TEN LE. SEHOL 

DWELLING-HOUSES, Nos. 11, 13, 15, , 19, 21, 2, 

25, 31, and _ 33, Anthony-street, St.’ Geo: eorge’s East, 

Middlesex, let’ (as to the first eight houses) at £1% 

per annum, term 26 years from Lady-day last, grouni- 

rent £16 18s. 4d., and (as to the last two houses) at 
£53 4s. per annum, term 25 years from day 
ground-rent £5 ; also Six Leasehold Dwelting-heume 

Nos. 20, 21, 25, 26, 27, and 28, Upper Fenton-street, 8. 

George’ s East aforesaid, let (as to the first two houses) 

at £41 12s. per annum, term 25 years from Lad: are 

last, ground-rent £4, and (as to the last four an) 
£83 Ren per annum. , term 26 years from Mic 

next, ground-rent £7; also Three Leasehold Dwelling. 

houses, Nos. 252, 254, and 256, Cable- street, 8. 

George’s East aforesaid, let at £117 per annum, tem 

56 years from Midsummer last, ground-rent £9 9s. 
Particulars and conditions of sale ma; i * hal 

gratis, of the B Stiewing Solicitors :—W. 

stone, Esq., Eastcheap- yy Eastcheap, tid 


Messrs. Stones, Morris, & Stone, 5, Finsbury-cireus, 
E.C.; and Messrs. Wyatt & Barraud, of 143, Cannon- 
street, E.C.; also at the Mart; and of Messrs. 6.¢. 
& T. Moore, 144, Mile-end-road, E. 


AWYERS’ PRAYER UNION. —It i. 
7 4 proposed to hold another Social and Religions 
Meeting in London, for Barristers and Solicitors ani 
soete Cleric only, on Thursday, December 17th, 1885; 
WHiITE in the Chair. Any gentlemen in 
the ard | Profession, or their clerks, who d 
attend, or will assist in a others, are requested 
to apply to Mr. H.C. NisBET, 35, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 














SIX PER CENT. PREFERENCE SAARES, am 
secured.—Dividend cumulative.—These shares 
be a first charge on the whole property of the 
Company, £1 per share (all that it is proposed t 
call up on these shares) to be paid on application. 


HE NATIONAL SAFE DEPOSIT 
COMPANY (Limited), founded 1872, 
capital £195,680, are pre "to receive app! 
tor the balance of the 20,000 Six per Cent. 
Shares of £5 each. The holders of these shares wil 
be entitled to a cumulative preferential dividend o 
six per cent., and it is not intended to call up more 
on the £1 per share, which is payable on applica 
ion 
The six per cent. dividend is amply secured by the 
profits of the omemey, which have been s' ly in- 
creasing y BY year Assuming the debentures to 
have bees ‘paid off, and replaced Ae eppnnee shares, 
the profits last year amoun rly three 
— the sum required to pay the six per cent, divi- 
den 
Pr »spectuses and forms of application for share 
may be obtained at the Offices ry the Company, |, 
Queen Victoria-street, London, E.C. 


J. 8. WILKES, Manager. 


— 





EW ORIENTAL BANK CORPORA- 
TION (LIMITED). 


Capital—Authorised, £2,000,000; Paid-up, £500, 
London : 40, Threadneedle-street. 


BRANCHES and AGENCIES—Edinburgh, Bom- 
bay, Calcuti peatees, Ceylon, Mauritius, pore, 
Hong Kong, Shanghal, Yokohama, Kobe, Nagasak, 


Melbourne, and Sydney. 

The Bank buys and sells Bills of Exchange, makes 
telegraphic transfers, issues letters of credit sm 
circular notes, forwards bills for collection, and 
transacts ts banking and agency ness 

The Directors are receiving applications for ‘ per 
cent. Debentures in: sums of £10 ond ugwands, 

ld bank premises in the City o 


upon the 

London and elsewhere. “a 
Oreditors of the we Se Bonk can obtain 8 per 

debentures for the balance of their claims. 
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